
SPECIAL PROCEDURES FOR VIRTUAL ATTENDANCE AND PUBLIC COMMENT

Attendance: In response to the State’s declaration of a Public Health Emergency, the
Mayor’s Proclamation of Emergency, and the ban on public gatherings of more than five
(5) people, the Planning Commission meeting will be conducted using Zoom.

Viewing on YouTube: Members of the public may stream the meeting live on the City
of Santa Fe’s YouTube channel at
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCuW5Fb7iWuKpTdsWYNDurgA. The YouTube live
stream can be accessed at this address from most computers, mobile devices, or
smartphones. A video recording of the meeting will be posted on YouTube and available
for viewing after the meeting.

Attending on Zoom:Members of the public may attend the Zoommeeting on a computer,
mobile device, or phone. The video conference link and teleconference number will be
posted on the City of Santa Fe’s Calendar of Events website at least seventy-two (72)
hours before the meeting: https://www.santafenm.gov/events. The direct Zoom link is:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83670663135?
pwd=UTlkSndMRkVkanErcnpvSk84T3N6Zz09 and use password: Passcode: 430277

Attending Zoom by Phone: Members of the public can attend the Zoom meeting by
phone by dialing:
US: +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 669 900 6833 or +1 301 715 8592 or
+1 312 626 6799 or +1 929 205 6099

Webinar ID: 836 7066 3135

Public Comment:
• By video: A person attending the Zoom meeting by using a computer, mobile device,
or smart phone may provide public comment during the meeting. Attendees should
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use the “Raise Hand” function to be recognized by the chair to speak at the
appropriate time.

• By phone: A person attending the Zoom meeting by phone may provide public
comment during the meeting but must provide advance notice to City staff. Please
contact Noah Berke (505-490-5930, nlberke@santafenm.gov) no later than Monday,
September 28, 2020, and provide your full name, address, and the phone number
you will be using to call in to the teleconference. Without your phone number, the
chair will not be able to recognize you to speak at the meeting.

• In writing: A person may submit written public comments in advance of the meeting
by email (LandUsePublicComment@santafenm.gov), by U.S. Postal Service (City
of Santa Fe, ATTN: Noah Berke, PO Box 909, Santa Fe, NM 87504-0909), or by
dropping off a comment at the physical drop box which will be located outside City
Hall at the entrance to Land Use Lobby facing Marcy Street. Please include your
full name and address, and identify the specific agenda item you are commenting
on. To be included in the official record and considered at the hearing, written public
comment must be received no later than Monday, September 28, 2020.

A. ROLL CALL

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

1. August 6, 2020

2. August 20, 2020

E. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS

F. OLD BUSINESS

G. NEW BUSINESS
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1. Case #2020-2499. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to
14-7.2(B)(5). James Siebert and Associates, Inc., Agent, for Alton
Walpole, Owner, requests a variances to Subsection 14-7.2(B)(5) for
calculation of dwellings within the Mountainous And Difficult Terrain (to
eliminate the 0.75 reduction in density from the calculation of density).
The property is approximately 5.63 acres, zoned R-1 (Residential - No
City Utilities – 0.4 Dwellings per acre with a net lot area of 2.5 acres per
single family dwellings), and is located within the Suburban
Archaeological Review District and area mapped as the Mountainous
and Difficult Terrain. (Dan Esquibel, Case Manager,
daesquibel@santafenm.gov, 955-6587)

2. Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to Table
14-9.2-1. James Siebert and Associates, Inc., Agent, for Alton Walpole,
Owner, requests a variance to Table 14-9.2-1 “Design Criteria for Street
Types” to allow 9 dwelling units on a Lot Access Driveway. The property
is approximately 5.63 acres, zoned R-1 (Residential - No City Utilities - 0.4
Dwellings per acre with a net lot area of 2.5 acres per single family dwellings),
and is located within the Suburban Archaeological Review District and area
mapped as the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. (Dan Esquibel, Case
Manager, daesquibel@santafenm.gov, 955-6587)

3. Case #2020-2500. 1620 Agua Fria Street Romero Preliminary
Subdivision. Liaison Planning Services, Inc., Agent, for Carlos and John
Romero, Owners, requests approval of a preliminary subdivision plat for 7
single-family residential lots located at 1620 Agua Fria Street. The property
is zoned R-5 (Residential- five dwelling units per acre) and is approximately
1.47 acres. (Lee Logston, Case Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov,
955-6136).

H. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS

1. Informational/Discussion Item: Chapter 14 Amendment to 14-8.14 Impact
Fees
◦ Brief introduction of impact fees, IFCIP, CIAC.
◦ Note that CIAC/PC/GB will set a percentage of allowable impact fees
we charge (across the board), CIAC should have a recommendation.
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MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION

I. ADJOURNMENT

Persons with disabilities in need of accommodations, contact the City Clerk’s
office at 955-6521, five (5) working days prior to meeting date.
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SUMMARY INDEX 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

AUGUST 6, 2020 

ITEM ACTION TAKEN PAGE(Sl 

1) Roll Call Quorum Present 1 

B. Pledge of Allegiance Recited 1 

C. Approval of Agenda Approved as published 2 

0. Approval of Minutes Approved 2 
June18/July02, 2020 

Findings/Conclusions None 2 

E. Old Business: 
Ordinance Amending 
Section 14-11.4 Code 
adopting Civil Penalty Provisions Approved 2-6 

F. New Business 
1) Case #2020-2267. 

Zoning Ordinance Approved with conditions 6-19 
Findings/Conclusions Approved 19-20 

2) Case #2020-2268. 
Development Plan Approved with conditions 6-19 
Findings/Conclusions Approved 20 

3) Case #2020-2269. 
5750 Airport Rd. Approved with conditions 20-22 
Findings/Conclusions Approved 22 

G. Staff Communications Comments 23-24 

H. Matters from the Commission Comments 24-25 

I. Adjournment Adjourned at 8:40 pm 26 



MINUTES OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Thursday, August 6, 2020 - 6:00pm 

VIRTUAL HEARING 

CALL TO ORDER 

A regular meeting of the City of Santa Fe Planning Commission was called to order 
by Chair Hiatt on the above date at approximately 6:00 p.m. at a virtual meeting held at 
https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofsantafe. 

A. ROLLCALL 

Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum for the meeting. 

Members Present 
Commissioner John B. (Jack) Hiatt, Chair 
Commissioner Mark Hogan, Vice Chair 
Commissioner Janet Clow 
Commissioner Pilar Faulkner, Secretary 
Commissioner Lee Garcia 
Commissioner Brian Patrick Gutierrez 
Commissioner Jessica Lawrence 
Commissioner Dominic Sategna 

Members Absent 
(One Vacancy) 

Others Present: 
Mr. Elias Isaacson, Land Use Director 
Mr. Noah Berke, Planner Manager and Staff Liaison 
Mr. Carlos Gemora, Senior Planner 
Ms. Sally Paez, Assistant City Attorney 
Ms. Melissa D. Byers, Stenographer 

NOTE: All items in the Committee packet for all agenda items are incorporated 
herewith by reference. The original Committee packet is on file in the 
Land Use Department. 

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Chair Hiatt led the pledge of allegiance. 

Chair Hiatt asked Mr. Berke to explain the process for participation in the public 
hearing. 
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C. APPROVALOFAGENDA 

MOTION: Commissioner Faulkner moved, seconded by Commissioner Hogan, to 
approve the agenda, as presented. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Faulkner, Garcia, Gutierrez, Hogan, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor 
and none voting against. 

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS 

MINUTES: June 18, 2020 and July 2, 2020 

MOTION: Commissioner Faulkner moved, seconded by Commissioner Hogan to 
approve the Minutes of June 18, 2020 and July 2, 2020 as presented. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Faulkner, Garcia, Gutierrez, Hogan, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor 
and none voting against. 

FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS: None 

E. OLD BUSINESS: 

1. An Ordinance Amending Section 14-11.4 of the Land Development Code 
to Adopt Civil Penalty Provisions, a Civil Fine Schedule, and Civil Citation 
Procedures for Land Use Code Enforcement Actions; and to Permit the 
Land Use Director to Order a One-Year Waiting Period for Application for 
Short-Term Rental Permit by a Person Who Has Violated the Short-Term 
Rental ordinance, Section 14-6.2(A)(5) SFCC 1987. (Mayor Webber and 
Councilors Lindell, Romero-Wirth, and Villarreal) (Elias Isaacson, Land Use 
Director, esiasaacson@santafenm.gov, 955-6730) (Sally Paez, Assistant 
City Attorney, sapaez@santafenm.gov, 955-6501) (POSTPONED FROM 
JUNE 18, 2020) 

Staff Report 

Director Isaacson referred to the report in the packet. He noted a corrected format 
version of the bill with strikethroughs and underlines of new text, which is attached as 
Exhibit "1 ". He read the executive summary of the Staff Report. 

Ms. Paez said the motion to postpone says the Commission would receive 
additional comments but not hold an open public hearing. 
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Director Isaacson read through the amendments to Section14-11.4, 1987 that 
includes adopting civil penalties, a civil fines schedule, and a civil citation procedure for 
Land Use Code enforcement. The amended ordinance clarifies the circumstances the 
Land-Use Director could revoke permits. That includes Short-Term Rental permits (STR) 
and allows the Land-Use Director to order a one-year waiting period for application for 
short-term rental permit by a person who violated the Short-Term Rental Ordinance. 

Section 14-3.3 amendments to text in Chapter 14, outlines the process for 
amending text to the Code and make a recommendation to the Governing Body. The 
Planning Commission must find that the text amendment meets the six criteria set forth 
in 14-3.3(b). 

Director Isaacson said the following criteria should be used to evaluate the 
proposed changes to the amendment and the basis for discussion: 

Compliance with the law; consistency with the General Plan and other policies 
adopted by the Governing Body and with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14 and 
the section being amended; consideration of how the amendment relates to other 
provisions of the Santa Fe City Code; to avoid unintended consequences; and 
consistency with any approved neighborhood conservation. 

Director Isaacson stood for questions. 

Chair Hiatt asked Ms. Paez if she wanted to add anything. 

Ms. Paez noted that the amendment would apply to Land Use Code violations in 
general. This was originally proposed as a companion bill to the STR legislation still under 
consideration and draft but would apply more globally. She offered to point out where the 
additions are included in the draft. 

Questions For Staff 

Chair Hiatt asked Commissioners if they wanted Ms. Paez to review. 

Commissioner Hogan suggested allowing specific questions. He supports teeth in 
the enforcement of the Code but concerned about anything ambiguous. He wanted to 
ensure there is a clear record of intent. He noted concern on page 3, line 16, that allows 
the Director enforcement over false application information. He asked how enforcement 
would be applied on that. 

Director Isaacson explained through oversight, or sometimes intentionally, an 
application received does not fully represent the property. There may information on HOA, 
COA restrictions on the STR given to Land-Use received after the permit was issued. 
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Director Isaacson indicated the Department would like the ability to retroactively 
revoke in situations to remain compliant. It could be HOA constraints, or learning after 
the fact that parking is inadequate or the unit was misrepresented in· the number of 
bedrooms, etc. 

Commissioner Hogan said as he reads the Ordinance, the ability goes beyond 
short-term rentals and applies to any building permit application. He thought the 
Ordinance was not clear and could be used punitively. 

Director Isaacson explained if an issue for a construction permit where someone 
entered $10 that should have been $1000, would incur additional fees. There is no formal 
policy for that scenario, but the applicant would be asked to pay the correct amount of 
fees. If the applicant were unwilling, a fine could be imposed as a way for the City to 
recoup lost revenue. It is about having the tools to get the greatest degree of compliance. 

Commissioner Hogan understood someone subject to an increase in fine if they 
applied to add a bedroom onto their house but instead built four bedrooms. 

Director Isaacson replied if that were the situation, the applicant would have bigger 
issues. 

Commissioner Lawrence asked if changes to the fiscal impact report in June had 
changed the potential fiscal impact. 

Director Isaacson said the fiscal impact statement is specific to this ordinance. The 
revenue narrative at the bottom walks through the thinking used for the numbers in the 
statement. The potential number of STR units in the City were looked at that operate 
without proper permits or registration. They tiered the fine amount to escalate from the 
first offence at $150 to $250 for the second offense to $500 for the final offense. An 
average of $250 was applied to fines across the board. They believe there will be more 
compliance each year with the third year estimated between 50-75 fines annually. 

Commissioner Lawrence asked if this included penalties for other types of 
violations for development, etc. 

Director Isaacson replied he did not assess fines beyond the STR parameters. 
This has a broader reach than land-use in general, but for the purposes of staff is just for 
STR. 

Commissioner Lawrence asked if he had a sense if the impact on other types of 
permits would be minimal or could it be potentially significant. 
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Director Isaacson said it made sense to assume if there were more opportunities 
to apply the civil penalties provision, there may be an opportunity to issue more fines. 
Revenue projection would go up if that is the case. There are other scenarios where civil 
penalties might apply beyond issues of construction permits, such as requirements for 
construction regarding noise, dust, litigation, etc. He hasn't talked with the Assistant City 
Attorney on how those could be applied in the Ordinance but might be something they 
would support. 

Commissioner Clow suggested in regard to Commissioner Hogan's question, to 
say a "material misrepresentation." That clarifies a violation would have to be significant 
to be relevant. 

Director Isaacson deferred the recommendation to Ms. Paez. 

Ms. Paez thought it would be a good change. The Commission is making a 
recommendation to the Governing Body who hears this on Wednesday. The language 
material misrepresentation could be included in an amendment. 

Commissioner Garcia indicated he wasn't at the meeting when this was first 
discussed. He asked if there could be situations with the $500 fine where further penalties 
could be imposed. 

Director Isaacson understood that to be the maximum amount allowed by State 
statute but doesn't prohibit imposing a $500 fine multiple times if multiple violations. The 
City reserves the right to go through the criminal process if the civil process doesn't 
remedy the issue. 

Ms. Paez clarified the limitation is in the New Mexico Constitution. Also, the City's 
jurisdiction to impose civil penalties is limited to the maximum amount allowed to be 
imposed in a criminal penalty, which is $500. She agreed multiple violations could warrant 
separate $500 penalties if they were distinct violations. 

Commissioner Garcia said that was only one of his concerns. He isn't a fan of 
imposing additional fees but understands the need to keep people accountable. He 
thought multiple penalties could also become an issue at some point. 

Director Isaacson said it had been a challenge to develop a schedule of fines. 
They heard of other cities whose fines were so low violators continued to operate. They 
just paid the fine and still made a profit. The fines had to be a deterrent for operating 
without the proper permits/registrations and the maximum of $500 was a reasonable 
deterrent. 

Commissioner Faulkner asked Director Isaacson to review the appeal process. 
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Director Isaacson asked Ms. Paez to explain. 

Ms. Paez said the appeal process is an administrative hearing through a hearing 
officer. Provisions in Subparagraph 4 are loosely based on the City parking ticket 
violations procedures. There are other areas as well with an administrative appeal 
hearing such as the criminal marijuana and liquor licenses. A request for hearing is 
required within 15 days of the receipt of notice of a fine. The hearing officer would be 
appointed by the City Manager. There would probably be lawyers and possibly a pool of 
hearing officers who could be used for more than one type hearing. They could be 
specific to Land Use if possible to find someone with land-use expertise. 

The fine would have to be paid prior to the hearing and the hearing would be 
scheduled by the hearing officer within 30 days. The City would keep the deposit if the 
civil petition is upheld and if not, the money is returned to the person. There are statutory 
rights allowed to appeal to the District Court for anyone who further challenges the 
decision. A person can appeal to the District Court and would receive their money back 
if they win. The revenue collected would be used for further Land Use Department 
enforcement if they lose. 

Public Hearing 

None. 

Commission Discussion 

MOTION: Commissioner Clow moved to recommend approval of the proposed 
Ordinance with an amendment to Section 14-11.4 with a change on page 
3, section c and d, to add "material" at the beginning of the sentence before 
misrepresentation. Commissioner Hogan seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Faulkner, Garcia, Gutierrez, Hogan, Lawrence, Sategna and Chair Hiatt 
voting in favor and none voting against. 

F. NEW BUSINESS 

1. Case #2020-2267. 719. 721. 723. 723½ Don Diego: Castillo Compound 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment. Celia and Alvino Castillo, Owners, 
request an amendment to Ordinance 1998-4 and the associated 
development plan to allow building additions, to allow two additional 
commercial uses, and to clarify and align various other conditions of 
approval with a development plan approved in 1999 and a proposed 
development plan amendment (2020-2268). The properties are 
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approximately 0.40 acres and is zoned C1 PUD (Office and Related 
Commercial; Ordinance #1998-4). (Carlos Gemora, 
cegemora@santafenm.gov, 505-955-6670). 

2. Case #2020-2268. 719, 721, 723, 723½ Don Diego; Castillo Compound 
Development Plan. Celia and Alvino Castillo, Owners, request an 
amendment to a development plan and the associated Zoning Ordinance 
1998-4 to expand the building footprints on the property by approximately 
1,300 sq. ft., to modify existing accessory structures, to construct a carport 
of approximately 550 sq. ft, and to construct new walls and fences. The 
properties are approximately 0.40 acres and is zoned C-1PUD (Office and 
Related Commercial; Ordinance #1998-4). (Carlos Gemora, 
cegemora@santafenm.gov, 505-955- 6670). 

Staff Report 

Mr. Gemora said there are two cases, a zoning amendment, Case #2267 and a 
development plan amendment, Case #2268. 

He displayed the existing compound and three properties on screen. The applicant 
requested relatively small changes: additions around 1200 square feet, for two of the 
single-family homes and rebuilding the carport that was at the back of the property. Total 
lot coverage change is about 30% or about 1650 square feet. Also, the applicant 
proposes changing a storage building in the back to a garage and adding 6-foot-high walls 
and fences in front of the property. 

Mr. Gemora indicated these types of changes normally go straight to application 
for a building permit, but these properties are not typical. The development plan approved 
in 1999 was shown that reflects a similar compound as seen today. Instead of conditions 
of approval on the development plan, this plan recognizes the Zoning Ordinance 
conditions. The Ordinance, shown on screen, establishes a special C:-1 PUD District, 
specific to the Castillo compound. 

Mr. Gemora noted 15 conditions of approval were placed by the Ordinance on the 
property: A regulation for overall use, in this case restricting use to commercial/office uses 
which the applicant has had in the past. The other conditions typically are on a 
development plan rather than in a Zoning Ordinance: requirements for maintenance on 
buildings, plantings on property lines, maintaining and meeting the landscape 
requirements in compliance with the development plan improvements. 

There is confusion around the Zoning Ordinance conditions 2-5, that require the 
footprint to be preserved and additions to buildings would be allowed. But if footprint is 
defined as a shape and size, then changing the shape would change the footprint. The 
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question is what was meant by preservation of the footprint and if preserving the footprint 
allows additions. 

Mr. Gemora said also, a number of the conditions of the Zoning Ordinance conflict 
with what the Commission permitted in 1999. As examples, building walls or fences were 
required along the Don Cubero Alley and limiting visibility and automobile access. The 
1999 development plan allowed automobile access and did not require the walls and 
fences. The 1999 plan also required an emergency automobile gate to be built to Don 
Cubero Alley, but no gate was built. The applicant was also required to tear down the 
existing garage/carport. The carport was torn down, but the garage was kept. 

Mr. Gemora suggested the Commission focus on what is reasonable today. Staff 
has reviewed the Zoning Ordinance and asked the applicant to clear ii up. The applicant 
brought forward a Zoning Ordinance with significant changes and amendments than in 
the original request, in language but not necessarily in use and form. 

He noted in the staff report that the top box shows strikethroughs and added 
language and the bottom box had the conditions the applicant proposes to maintain. 
Some conditions proposed by the applicant to delete would be deleted outright, and some 
would be transferred to the development plan. 

Staff agrees with the applicant. Staff has suggested some of the conditions to 
ensure the development plan conditions are reviewed by the Planning Commission, 
rather than as a condition of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff recommended conditions were 
displayed on screen on the left and the applicant's recommended conditions were on the 
right. Many of the conditions in the Zoning Ordinance have been transferred into 
conditions and notes to be placed on the development plan. 

Mr. Gemora suggested the Commission discuss the Zoning Ordinance first as it 
clarifies applicable conditions of approval. The applicant will explain the two additional 
permissible commercial uses. Chapter 14 required specific criteria to rezone a property, 
but not to evaluate a request to amend the conditions of rezoning. He suggested the 
Commission look at how the proposed Zoning Ordinance would affect public interest. 
They should ensure public interest is served. 

Staff supports the Ordinance amendment and the recommendation of approval of 
the Ordinance amendment to the Governing Body. The proposed Zoning Ordinance 
clarifies and moves development related conditions to the development plan and reduces 
and removes redundant conditions. 

Mr. Gemora reported the development plan proposes about 1250 square feet of 
residential additions to the existing structures; a conversion of the storage building back 
to a garage; construction of a 400 square-foot two-car carport; and modifications to walls 
and fences. 
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Staff has reviewed the development plan for approval criteria and recommends 
approval. 

Mr. Gemora stood for questions. He indicated Celia Castillo, the applicant, was 
present to speak. 

Applicant's Presentation 

Celia Castillo, 719 Don Diego, was sworn in. She introduced her husband Al, 
architects Suby Bowden and Julia Wyrick, and her daughter, son , in law and 
granddaughter. 

She said she appreciated being here and had watched previous meetings to 
prepare for tonight. Both she and her family recognized the time and thoughtfulness and 
study the Commission puts into the issues and thanked them for their work. 

Ms. Castillo displayed a slide presentation with an aerial view of the property, 
buildings and location to surrounding streets. Residential is to the south and commercial 
and the Railyard are to the north and their property is in a buffer transition. The Castillo's 
have owned the property since 1976 and the property was residential and office rentals, 
In 1986 they moved to Silver City and returned to Santa Fe in the early 2000's. They 
remodeled 719 and a daughter moved into 723 in 2005, and until late 2019, 721 was a 
law office until the tenant died. When the tenants left the offices of 723 ½ the family 
began using the space as a personal office. 

They plan for their younger daughter to move to Santa Fe from Los Lunas and are 
requesting to adapt the compound to accommodate the three households. She and her 
husband will continue living at 719. One daughter and her family will live at 721 and 
another daughter at 723 and 723 ½ will remain a personal office. 

Ms. Castillo said she contacted Suby and Julia, the architects, who worked on the 
project and made a presentation to the City in January 2020. That is when they 
discovered a number of problems and decided to go forward. As Mr. Gemora mentioned, 
they want to add a living room and a deck on the property, add room for a new bathroom 
on the back of 721 and add a garage and a carport. Also, they would like to fence the 
property with a 6-foot wall for a variety of reasons. 

Photographs were shown of the elevations and ideas for developing the property. 
Ms. Castillo noted the vine in front of 721 was there since 1976 and she wants to keep. 
The wall in front of 723 and part of 719 would be stucco, and there would be a rolling gate 
that closes at night. The 6-foot wall is for privacy and safety, noise reduction and 
aesthetics and add to the neighborhood and their property. Currently people walk through 

Planning Commission August 6, 2020 Page 9 



their property and the wall would prevent that. They want to secure the property to 
prevent people entering it and having cars make U-turns in and out of the property. 

The property is zoned commercial as well as residential and is a buffer property 
and they have tried to do what is good for the neighborhood as well as for themselves. 

Ms. Castillo noted a study was conducted of walls between Trujillo and Cordova 
showing 20 walls/fences of 6 feet or over on Don Diego and 4 walls on her block. 
Photographs were shown of her street and areas around their neighborhood. 

They propose to amend the first three Ordinance conditions and delete conditions 
4-15, but transfer most of them to the development plan conditions and notes. Condition 
1 would allow 2 additional commercial uses. They chose galleries and restaurants, at 
service take out without drive up which is permissible in C1 zoning. They chose a gallery 
because her husband's family owns galleries in Atlanta and Silver City and members of 
their family are artists. The restaurant/ice cream shop was chosen because Clark is a 
baker and her daughter makes wonderful ice creams and is a possibility at some point. 

Condition 2 clarifies that the renovations, additions and construction are allowed. 
This clarifies their intent at the time they agreed to those conditions in 1999. 

Condition 3 is the amendment that requires compliance with applicable 
regulations, not just zoning requirements for the residential uses. This is a safeguard for 
future development when they open a gallery or a gelato shop to ensure regulations are 
followed for commercial development, parking, ADA, etc. And it would eliminate having 
to come back to the Planning Commission. 

Ms. Castillo showed a slide with the new language and the old, the deletions in the 
Ordinance and the additions that would be added to the development plan. She indicated 
after City Council approved the conditions in the Ordinance in 1999, the neighborhood 
association continued to work with the City. The president of the association at that time, 
wrote a letter to Greg Smith (she provided a copy) agreeing the Castillo family could have 
two residential parking spaces on Don Cubero Alley and retain and repair the garage as 
a storage building. The final development plan shows the language of that agreement, 
but they did not return to the Council to change the Ordinance. That is why there is a 
conflict. 

She noted one of the deletions allows them to have a second story in the future, 
which is not currently allowed. Again, that would eliminate the applicant from having to 
come back to the Council to request a second story. As a safeguard, they would have to 
come back through the development plan process and the Planning Commission if they 
want to build a second story. Both changes requested have safeguards. 

Planning Commission August 6, 2020 Page 10 



Ms. Castillo pointed out on a map 16 second story builds in the area of the 
compound along Don Diego and Cordova. 

Suzanne "Suby" Bowden, 333 Montezuma Avenue, was sworn in. She had 
nothing to add now and would wait for questions. 

Public Hearing 

Chair Hiatt said Ms. Beninato had previously submitted written testimony, which is 
attached as Exhibit "2". He reminded everyone generally two minutes are allowed for 
comment. 

Stefanie Beninato, PO Box 1601, was sworn in. She asked for extra time since 
this was for two cases and hoped the Commissioners had looked at her written 
comments. This is a specially zoned compound and much of what they are looking at is 
deleting things rather than looking at why the original conditions were imposed. The kinds 
of changes that occurred to justify eliminating those conditions. The conditions were 
imposed for specific reasons. She is specifically concerned about the architectural 
deletions, low walls and the second stories. The addition at 719 totally changes the 
architectural style and the addition on 721 also changes the look of the building. She 
doesn't oppose anything facing Don Cubero or the carport or garages. They should look 
at properties to the north similar in appearance that have very low walls. She is opposed 
to the approval of an increase in commercial use the applicant wants. A big concern is 
saying businesses and professional offices because business is a giant category. It is 
not business offices, it is businesses. That should be stricken. Also, the Commission 
should discuss the definition of footprint as a preservationist. 

Ms. Paez indicated the two minutes were up. 

Chair Hiatt asked Ms. Paez what she recommended. 

Ms. Paez said thought another two minutes was fine and was his discretion. The 
limit to comments is for times when there is a high volume of speakers. 

Chair Hiatt granted Ms. Beninato an additional two minutes after confirming the 
Commissioners had no objection. 

Ms. Beninato said the Commission should discuss what preserve footprint means. 
She said the additions should have a square foot limitation and she never heard how 
much square footage would be added or the total square feet for each building. Additions 
should be distinctive but not overwhelm. The Commission should use the Historic Design 
Review Board and the Ordinance as a guide. Things publicly visible and unique to the 
house like the 721 fac,ade, would be preserved while allowing changes on other things. 
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The entrance is limited and narrow and depending on the direction you come from at least 
three other commercial businesses are there. There should be more discussion on 
eliminating all of the conditions previously imposed for this special zone. And if the 
Commission adopts Condition #3 it should state it would comply with applicable 
commercial regulations with no exceptions. 

Hope Reed, 321 W. Cordova Road, was sworn in. She was concerned when she 
saw all of the changes to the project but after speaking with Ms. Bowden she supports 
the project. She learned many changes would be eliminated and were not new and this 
will be a nice improvement and appropriate for the area. 

There being no further public comment, Chair Hiatt closed the public hearing. 

Commission Discussion 

Chair Hiatt noted there would be an opportunity to address public comments but 
wanted to allow Commissioners to comment. 

Ms. Bowden asked to speak. She provided her background as an architect and 
planner in Santa Fe. She worked on the Railyard project and knows the district and 
property well and worked with the Castillo's in the 1980s. 

She thought Ms. Beninato's primary concern was footprint and architectural styling. 
She would assure everyone that the footprint is being preserved in all three buildings and 
the existing buildings would not be removed. This request for additions requires footprints 
per the 1984 approvals and the architectural styles would also be maintained. 

Ms. Bowden showed images of the 723 building with the porches. She noted that 
723 is a miniature of the wrap Santa Fe Style of the Gross Kelly Warehouse and will 
continue to be preserved. The 719 building is like a farmhouse structure and will stay 
intact and a porch and living room will be added in front with a roof deck above it. The 
addition will be visible as well as the existing structure. The porch being added adjacent 
to the new living room will be Pueblo style and the footprint and styling on all three 
buildings will be preserved. 

Ms. Bowden stood for questions. 

Commissioner Hogan asked to see the elevations of the structures on Don Diego 
that show the walls. 

Mr. Berke asked if the wall restriction was in place before the park. 
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Ms. Bowden replied the Railyard Park was under public discussions at the time of 
the 1984 development plan for the Castillo property. The restriction wasn't implemented 
until many years later and Entrada Park also came in late 80's early 90s. 

Ms. Castillo showed the elevation and height of the existing walls and fences. 

Commissioner Hogan asked the location of the vine and was told it is on the chain 
link fence. He asked to confirm they would keep the vine and build a 6-foot wall and a 
gate. 

Ms. Castillo said they would keep the vine, but you would still see the architectural 
design of the 721 building. 

Chair Hiatt asked Mr. Gemora to show the Ordinance with the three areas the 
Commission should address, which they will take one at a time. 

He asked Mr. Gemora to confirm on Condition #1 he recommended the 
Commission approve. 

Mr. Gemora said he is recommending approval. He reminded them that uses for 
C1 before, typically allowed many different types of commercial uses. Those restrictions 
will still be maintained. This will allow for only two additional commercial uses from the 
options. The permits do not guarantee the applicant can put those businesses in. There 
will be notes in the development plan on the existing zoning and building requirements at 
the time those businesses are built. Things like additional landscaping, parking, height, 
setbacks, etc. all will have to be met at that time. 

Chair Hiatt asked if it is fair to say the applicant is self-restricting the businesses 
allowed in a C1 zoning. 

Mr. Gemora replied this is restrictive, but the applicant is requesting a little less 
restriction than normally applied to the C1 District.. 

Chair Hiatt said Condition #2 requiring the architectural styles of the existing 
buildings be preserved and the footprint issue. He asked if Mr. Gemora was wondering 
if preserving the footprint means they cannot have a vertical addition. 

Mr. Gemora replied no, as proposed ii entirely removes the footprint conversation 
and requires preservation of architectural styles and existing buildings, and for new 
additions and renovations to match the architectural style on the site. It no longer talks 
about footprints; whether they can or cannot be added to or how to define footprint. The 
proposed language clarifies how staff interprets that and how it should be applied per the 
agreement of staff in the original interpretation. 
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Chair Hiatt asked if anything in Chapter 14 prevented the additions and 
renovations proposed. 

Mr. Gemora said no, the additions requested by the applicant are in line with 
surrounding residential/commercial properties and zoning. Two stories are allowed and 
the development plan conditions are in line with Chapter 114. 

Chair Hiatt asked Mr. Gemora on Condition #3 if he were aware of anything in 
Chapter 14 that would prevent the applicant's request on the future commercial uses. 

Mr. Gemora said nothing in Chapter 14 outright denies those uses other than 
having to comply with parking, traffic, building, zoning. All applicable regulations must be 
met at the time of the building permit, and the applicant would return to the Planning 
Commission for any changes to the development plan. 

Chair Hiatt asked if Commissioners had questions on the zoning conditions. 

Commissioner Sategna said he appreciated the great detail staff went through and 
the applicant's presentation. He noted this was pointed out as a family compound and the 
applicant felt it important to name family members and how the property is currently used. 
His concern is about removing the footprints language. 

He asked staff when footprints are used in building, if other interpretations are 
considered other than that it is a building footprint; is it always a reference to a building 
footprint. 

Mr. Gemora indicated generally footprint refers to building footprints. He discussed 
that in length with the Historic Preservation staff and Planning staff. There was a lot of 
debate whether footprint would allow additions. Specifically, when considering the 
footprints and how staff defines them opposed to saying, "the building". Staff suggested 
developing clearer language because they were concerned but welcome any proposals 
from the Commission. 

Commissioner Sategna thought footprint already includes the definition of the 
building perimeter. Any change within that would be modifying the footprint. He thought 
they are modifying the footprint of the building when adding an addition. It is clear that is 
expanding the perimeter of the building. 

Commissioner Sategna said his concern to try to make the modifications clearer is 
that the applicant appears to want to open the property up for commercial use if they ever 
sell the property. He appreciated that the applicant limited the amount of commercial 
uses to restaurant service take out, galleries, and business, etc. But wondered what 
would limit the applicant in the future from turning the compound entirely into a 
commercial space. This would modify or remove the footprint language which could 
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possibly create a loophole for the future for the buildings to be removed to create a gallery 
or a restaurant. 

Mr. Gemora replied the property is currently zoned commercial although the 
Castillo family is using the compound as residential. That is permitted within the C1 
districts; however, it is a commercial property. 

Commissioner Sategna asked to confirm the intent of the language. The zoning 
limits the property to a specific type of business. Although the property is zoned 
commercial, ii is not open to any business, it is not open to restaurants and galleries. 

Mr. Gemora agreed. He clarified the commercial property is currently limited to, 
as defined by staff, business and professional offices. The modification would expand 
that to multiple commercial uses, a couple of different types. Current Chapter 14 
requirements limit the types of construction and large commercial uses that are unable to 
meet the height, fire, parking and other requirements. 

Mr. Gemora said the Commission could ask that staff place conditions to preserve 
the things that currently exist. Staff was thinking holistically in regard to the regulations 
and what made sense for this particular PUD based on its location. 

Commissioner Sategna said he understood all of that. He was concerned that 
removing the footprint requirement, removes the requirement in the future for the 
applicant to keep the buildings intact. That was a main condition stated as part of this 
Ordinance language. He thought if you asked any architect/designer, they would say the 
building footprint is based on a building or the perimeter. Removing the footprint would 
allow the applicant to demolish the buildings and modify any building footprint to expand 
that for specific commercial purposes. He asked if Mr. Gemora agreed with that. 
Technically they could tear down the buildings by removing the restriction on the footprint 
but still keep the same architectural style when building the new building. 

Mr. Gemora agreed he could see that interpretation as written. It is saying that 
additions/renovations to new construction, not necessarily demolitions, must be 
compatible with the existing buildings. So, taking away the existing buildings does 
become unclear. This is outside the historic preservation, but the Commission thought 
the commercial/residential buildings should be preserved, language could be included to 
do that. Staff did not see a lot of neighborhood opposition and he wasn't sure if staff 
should continue to require that these buildings should be preserved indefinitely. 

Chair Hiatt asked if Ms. Castillo wanted to respond. 

Ms. Castillo explained their intent was not to demolish the buildings. She asked to 
confirm Commissioner Sategna's concern was should the family sell the property, 
someone else may demolish the buildings. 
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Commissioner Sategna agreed. He explained the Commission is looking at the 
original intent, which appears is to maintain the building footprint of the property. But 
that is being removed. The Commission has to consider the implications down the road. 
Although the intention is to keep the Castillo family on the property, selling the property 
would open up potential to remove the buildings for the purpose of restaurants, galleries, 
and other business and professional uses. 

Commissioner Sategna said he wanted to raise that point before the Commission 
voted on the request. 

Ms. Castillo said that is not their intent and she had no objection including language 
in the condition to prevent that. 

Mr. Berke said this is very unique. It is probably the first and only C1 property he 
has seen with conditions like this. The neighborhood and the applicant had worked on 
this in the past and now things and times have changed. He added, limiting other 
commercial uses on the property would be driven by parking. 

He noted the property is outside the historic district. He understood the intent that 
it is almost a transitional district. A lot has changed in the area since 1998 when many of 
the restrictions were created. Whole Foods was a lumber yard and the Railyard was just 
being completed and the park wasn't there. Conversation around preservation of the 
existing building footprint was conducive at the time and times have changed. The family 
wants to expand the conditions of value to them and their needs and the future potential 
for the property. 

Mr. Berke said the concern is a good one and he understands the building footprint 
discussion, and staff did have a long discussion. He wanted this to be addressed and 
brought before the Commission. 

Director Isaacson said removing footprint and inserting the additional language 
underlined in blue would clarify the specific modifications and conditions that would be 
allowed to the existing buildings. He found the revised conditions to be clearer and easier 
for staff to interpret at the time of the building permit application. 

Commissioner Hogan noted these are not landmark structures or historically 
significant or contributing. He thought the footprint language irrelevant. He asked why 
they would put additional restrictions on the property when none of the adjacent neighbors 
are subject to them. He appreciated that the applicant was willing to keep the structures 
as they are, but he couldn't see a reason to leave the footprint language. 

Commissioner Faulkner said she would ask what would trigger the applicant 
having to return to the Planning Commission. She asked if the amendment would 
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exclude the applicant from meeting requirements of the development plan process if they 
wanted to tear down their residences to build a business. 

Mr. Gemora displayed the development plan on screen. He noted generally any 
change to the footprint requires coming to the Planning Commission; any significant 
amendment to the development plan that staff was unable to take on. He said he would 
leave the specifics of when the applicant would be required to come before the Planning 
Commission to Mr. Berke. 

Mr. Berke explained the development plan is the solidifying document for how a 
site is developed. The plan is reviewed to ensure compliance and is the driving force for 
developing the site and provides the limitations. If someone wanted to demolish their 
house they would come in for a demolition permit. Staff may find, based on how 
significant the change, whether they could approve the change or if it would need to come 
back to the Planning Commission. Administrative amendments that do not cause further 
intense use of the property would not have to come back. 

Staff reviews in depth any altered designs previously approved by the 
Commission. And the Commission would see any significantly altered or changed plans 
that were previously approved or those adverse to the conditions approved. 

Commissioner Faulkner asked to confirm nothing being approved today excluded 
the applicant in the future from following a process any other property is required to follow. 

Mr. Gemora replied that was correct. 

Commissioner Clow asked if the property has one deed or three separate deeds. 

Ms. Castillo replied there are three separate deeds. 

Commissioner Clow clarified it is really not a compound. She confirmed that as 
three separate properties a development plan was needed. She asked if the reason the 
applicant had to come before the Planning Commission was because of the restrictions, 
not zoning complications. 

Mr. Gemora said essentially this is three single family homes and the applicant's 
request is for minor changes to a single-family home. But any changes to the zoning 
conditions and development plan have to come before the Planning Commission. In 
addition, because of the zoning complications, staff has requested the Zoning Ordinance 
amendment. 

Commissioner Clow assumed any changes approved to the development plan or 
the amendments to the prior zoning of the property would be required to come back to 
the Planning Commission. 
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Mr. Berke clarified not any change; planting a tree in a different place would not 
come before the Commission. This is in front of the Commission because this is a 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) that requires an approved development plan. The 
rezoning was a C1 PUD which requires approval by City Council. That is why they have 
a development plan for the property. If this were any other C1 property that did not have 
the PUD, a development plan would not be required for under 30,000 square-foot of 
development. 

Commissioner Clow asked to confirm that the Commission would not have to worry 
about "what ifs" because that is controlled by current zoning. Mr. Berke agreed. 

She said the Commission should just consider whether they agree with the 
requested changes and the amendments to the zoning ordinance. 

Chair Hiatt asked Ms. Paez if she had a comment. 

Ms. Paez agreed with Mr. Berke. She added that because the property is a PUD 
ii required the development plan. Removing some of the restrictions from the Ordinance 
and putting them in the development plan means the restrictions can be approved by the 
Planning Commission without the need to hold the two required public hearings. Things 
attached to the Zoning Ordinance will still have to go to the Governing Body. 

She noted in terms of the development plan, only minor modifications and minor 
changes can be made administratively and approved by the Land-Use Director. Anything 
significant or change to intensity such as demolition or additions have to come before the 
Commission. 

Commissioner Sategna asked Mr. Berke to clarify that he had said potentially what 
the Commission approves today, if within use, would not need to return to the Commission 
or require public comment or an ENN. 

Mr. Berke thought there was no condition in the development plan or Ordinance if 
that were the scenario, that said the applicant could not demolish a building. It just states 
they should maintain the footprint, but he would leave it to Ms. Bowden to know that law. 
Staff evaluates based on what the Commission approved, the use and the conditions 
approved in this process and whether those conditions are maintained. 

Director Isaacson said it is important to note that a zoning analysis determines 
allowable use; if there is adequate parking, access, the site is suitable for use, etc. Also, 
the development plan has restrictions. If a gallery were to significantly change a 
development on site it would require the plan to come back to the Commission for review. 
Safeguards are built into the specific Ordinance and the development plan for future use 
to assure there would be no drastic changes to the site without approval. 
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Commissioner Faulkner asked Director Isaacson to expand on the safeguards, 
because she thought there would be a trigger that requires the applicant to return to the 
Commission for review. 

Director Isaacson said that was correct. He provided the scenario: if the applicant 
were able to change the use of a building to an allowable use that did not require a 
material alteration to an existing building. Whether the future use would be allowed would 
be dictated by things like available parking. That governs the intensity of use more than 
zoning regulations. 

Director Isaacson continued that if any significant revisions to a building, zoning, 
architectural style would require further review by this body and/or the Governing Body 
depending on the alteration. If the alteration were to just the development plan, it would 
only come before the Commission. If a change to the zoning requirements requires it go 
before both bodies. 

Commissioner Faulkner said it was suggested the Commission view this as a C4 
because the differences seem nominal. She asked the Director if a better remedy would 
be a zoning change to C4. 

Director Isaacson wasn't sure of the substantive changes to that approach. He 
cautioned against discussion of that because it was not advertised as a consideration for 
this hearing. He recommended exploring that in a subsequent meeting depending on the 
motion. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2267. 719, 721, 723, 723½ Don Diego; Castillo Compound 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment, Commissioner Clow moved to recommend 
to the Governing Body to approve with conditions. Commissioner Hogan 
seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by majority roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Faulkner, Garcia, Gutierrez, Hogan, Lawrence, and Chair Hiatt voting in 
favor and Commissioner Sategna voting against. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2268. 719, 721, 723, 723½ Don Diego; Castillo Compound 
Development Plan, Commissioner Clow moved to approve subject to the 
conditions of approval and technical corrections recommended by staff. 
Commissioner Hogan seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by majority roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Faulkner, Garcia, Gutierrez, Hogan, Lawrence, and Chair Hiatt voting in 
favor and Commissioner Sategna voting against. 
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MOTION: In Case #2020-2267. 719, 721, 723, 723½ Don Diego; Castillo Compound 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, 
Commissioner Clow moved, seconded by Commissioner Hogan to approve 
the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, in Exhibit A2. 

VOTE: The motion passed by majority roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Faulkner, Garcia, Gutierrez, Hogan, Lawrence and Chair Hiatt voting in 
favor and Commissioner Sategna voting against. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2268. 719, 721, 723, 723½ Don Diego; Castillo Compound 
Development Plan Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Commissioner 
Clow moved, seconded by Commissioner Hogan to approve the Findings 
of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

VOTE: The motion passed by majority roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Faulkner, Garcia, Gutierrez, Hogan, Lawrence and Chair Hiatt voting in 
favor and Commissioner Sategna voting against. 

Chair Hiatt thanked the applicants and wished them good luck. 

3. Case #2020-2269. 5750 Airport Road Casa Azul Final Subdivision. 
JenkinsGavin, Inc., Agent, for BBR 5750 Airport Road, LLC, Owner, 
requests approval of a Final Subdivision Plat for three lots located at 5750 
Airport Road. The property is zoned SC-1 (Neighborhood Shopping Center 
District), is within the Airport Road Overlay District, and is approximately 
6.24 acres. (Lee Logston, Case Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-
6136). 

Commissioner Faulkner recused herself from hearing this case. She explained 
that even though she feels she could be impartial, she wanted to protect the integrity of 
the vote of the Commission. 

Staff Report 

Mr. Logston explained the owner's request is for the final subdivision plat for three 
lots zoned C1 neighborhood commercial. The property is at the southeast corner of 
Airport Road and South Meadows Road. The mixed-use project would include a medical 
office, clinic, coffee shop and 233-unit apartment building. 

The Commission heard this case along with a preliminary development plan and 
Zoning Ordinance amendment on March 5, 2020. They approved the subdivision 
dependent on the Governing Body approval of the Zoning Ordinance amendment and 

Planning Commission August 6, 2020 Page 20 



development plan. Both were approved by the Governing Body on May 13, 2020 and the 
applicant has returned for the final subdivision approval. 

Mr. Logston explained most of the details of the project are included in the details 
of the development plan. This request is just to create the three lots. The conditions of 
approval of staff is to clean up items. The deceleration lane is on the plat. 

Mr. Logston indicated he was contacted by Ms. Marnie Johnson, a neighbor on the 
street to the east. She requested to have either fencing or a wall on the eastside of the 
property. Although that item is actually for the development plan, he wanted to mention 
it since she could not be present at this hearing. 

The proposed final subdivision meets all the development standards of Chapter 14 
and would not increase nonconformities. Staff recommends approval with the conditions 
of approval and technical corrections mentioned in the Staff Report. Two motions would 
be required 1) Approve/deny the final subdivision subject to conditions of approval and 
technical corrections; and 2) approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
provided as Exhibit A2 in the packet. 

Applicant's Presentation 

Jennifer Jenkins, 130 Grant Avenue, Suite 101, was sworn. She noted the 
preliminary subdivision plat along with the development plan was approved by the 
Planning Commission March 5 and subsequently the development plan was approved by 
City Council. 

Nothing has changed in their request for final plat approval and it is consistent with 
what the Commission originally approved. They are starting to add detail around 
easements and reflecting right-of-way dedication for the right turn decel lane. 

Ms. Jenkins offered to do a presentation if the Commission asked but thought 
everyone is familiar with the project. 

Ms. Jenkins agreed with the conditions of approval and was happy to stand for 
questions or show images. 

Public Hearing 

Ms. Paez indicated for the record that Marne Johnson submitted timely written 
public comment, attached as Exhibit "3". The comment was distributed to the Commission 
and made a part of the public record. 

There being no further public comment, Chair Hiatt closed public hearing. 
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Commission Discussion 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2269, 5750 Airport Road Casa Azul Final Subdivision, 
Commissioner Sategna moved to approve subject to the conditions of 
approval and technical corrections recommended by staff. Commissioner 
Garcia seconded the motion. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2269, 5750 Airport Road Casa Azul Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law, Commissioner Sategna moved to approve as provided 
in Exhibit A2. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Garcia. 

VOTE: 

Commissioner Hogan said he is delighted the affordable project came 
before the Commission. There were two questions he had in the first 
hearing and was told he would receive an answer at this hearing. First, the 
one-bedroom apartments appeared they did not have exterior windows, and 
secondly there was not an elevator. 

Ms. Jenkins assured the Commissioner that all of the units have exterior 
fenestrations as a Code requirement. She thought it was a proverbial typo 
in the plan but offered to check. The building would accommodate an 
elevator, but the owner elected not to make that change at this time. Also, 
they have not moved forward with construction documents yet. 

Commissioner Hogan said he realizes it isn't within the purview of the 
Commission to require, but he thought an affordable building that is not 
broadly accessible seemed unconscionable. 

Chair Hiatt asked Ms. Jenkins if she wanted to explain why in an affordable 
building, advertised as affordable, an elevator would not be desirable. 

Ms. Jenkins said it is expensive. The current reality would seem that 
construction costs would be going down, but they are not. This project is 
providing 15% affordable on-site, which is not insignificant financially. As 
things are developed, possibly an elevator could be considered. It would 
come down to the numbers and what the project could bear. 

The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Hogan, Lawrence, Sategna and Chair Hiatt voting in 
favor and none voting against. 

Chair Hiatt stated that Ms. Faulkner could return to the meeting. 
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G. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS 

Director Isaacson thanked the Commissioners for their time this evening. He 
reported that the budget was passed last week. The budget for Land-Use was decreased 
about 18%, consistent with most departments. There is discussion about reorganizing 
and consolidating some of the departments. The current proposal discussed is the 
creation of a Community Development Consolidated group with focus on community 
development. That would include Land Use, Economic Development, Tourism, 
Affordable Housing, Recreation, and Arts and Culture. The current Economic 
Development Director will lead that group. 

The consolidation will be discussed at a public hearing August 26 at the Governing 
Body and adopted by ordinance or resolution. 

Director Isaacson said an ongoing challenge and goal for the City has been to find 
innovative ways departments and divisions could better collaborate. Also, there is an 
effort to consolidate Constituent Services with the City Clerk's Office as a central 
interaction for the public. 

Chair Hiatt asked to clarify that a new department would include the Land Use 
Department, but another person would be the director. 

Director Isaacson explained Land Use would still explore the opportunity to add 
Planning and become the Planning and Land Use Department. He said often that portion 
is overlooked. He wants to reorient people to the valuable role they have in planning for 
the City's future. Other departments such as Affordable Housing, Tourism, etc. would be 
consolidated into the Community Development group led by Rich Brown, the current 
Economic Development Director. 

Chair Hiatt confirmed the chain of command would go from Director Isaacson to 
Rich Brown to the City Manager or Mayor. 

Director Isaacson explained they are working on the details and there will be both 
formal and informal reporting responsibilities. Their first meeting was today, and they are 
determining the reporting structure and ironing out some of the challenges. 

Chair Hiatt said his concern on the short-term rentals and the number of 
unregistered people still out there, and the lack of energy expended to find them and 
make them participants in the system. 

Director Isaacson pulled up an email from host client consultants with statistics. 
He reported there has been a reduction of over 200 units who were previously advertising, 
many of which were not in the system. They have seen progress in the amount of 
nonregistered who are no longer renting, because of Covid and the first round of 

Planning Commission August 6, 2020 Page 23 



enforcement letters were sent in early June. They also saw an uptake in new STR 
permits/registrations since enforcement, but the effort is ongoing. He hopes to continue 
enforcement to address those operating without a permit. 

He said some of their Code Enforcement officers were reassigned to enforcement 
and inspections. And they are dealing with compliance complaints on other matters like 
weeds, etc., but will continue to work on it. Their hope is that the new ordinance will 
further advance their cause. 

Chair Hiatt said he was talking about this with his law partner, Mr. Grasier. He said 
he would offer his partner's suggestion for consideration; require those who advertise to 
list their Land Use license number. 

Ms. Paez said they plan to add a provision to allow the online host platform to 
remove a listing identified by the City as someone noncompliant. In addition, they will 
target them with other options. 

Mr. Berke announced the retirement of Greg Smith who was with the department 
about 26 years. During his employment he was the head of Code Enforcement and at 
one time a Planner and the Planning Division Director. 

Director Isaacson said it was great to recognize Mr. Smith's contributions. He had 
a very impactful career in the Land Use Department. 

Chair Hiatt asked that Mr. Berke extend the Commission's best to Mr. Smith. 

H. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION 

Commissioner Faulkner said she didn't mind but was curious how the decision 
came about of the Chair to vote. 

Chair Hiatt explained the City Charter was changed not long ago and allowed the 
Mayor to vote. That started a conversation through the City Council. He felt he wasn't 
participating much and was letting the other Commissioners do the heavy lifting. 

Ms. Paez added it is always been at the Chair's discretion to vote, and certainly 
always could vote in a tie. There was no explicit rule. 

Commissioner Faulkner noted that having the Chair vote could cause a tie, given 
the number of Commissioners. 
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Chair Hiatt explained if a tie, then the vote fails. He wasn't sure a motion to 
reconsider would be applicable because it would have to be brought forward by someone 
on the prevailing party side. 

Ms. Paez thought the Commission would have to continue to act until they took 
action on a case. She noted the Chair could always make or break a tie by their vote. 
Potentially there could be a meeting that had to be postponed because of a deadlock. 

Commissioner Faulkner asked if another Commissioner was coming anytime 
soon. 

Director Isaacson said they are looking at that, but it is one of many things they 
are dealing with. He doesn't have a definite time the vacancies will be filled. 

Commissioner Gutierrez noted on the possibility of a tie with the Chair participating 
in a vote. He recommends the Chair consider not voting or pulling someone off the 
Commission given the odd number of Commissioners. 

He added he sent an email to staff with questions he had and never received a call 
back. He asked for an updated list of staff phone numbers so he would not have to go 
through Planners or Mr. Berke. 

Director Isaacson recommended he use email first when contacting staff, because 
of the remote working situation. 

Mr. Berke indicated the next meeting will be large. It will include increases for 
services provided in the Land Use Department, a controversial zoning request and 
another zoning ordinance amendment. He suggested Commissioners review the Land 
Use Code for the public services they provide to Land Use and review the current fees. 
That hasn't changed since Chair Hiatt was the director of Land Use, about 12 years ago. 
He expects it will be a long night with a lot of public comment and questions. 

Chair Hiatt asked Mr. Berke if he had talked with other Planners about the "approve 
or deny" language in the recommendations. 

Mr. Berke said he has and were trying their best when editing reports. The 
Commission has the ability to not follow staff recommendations. He did notice one of the 
cases tonight was missing the "deny". 

Chair Hiatt said it is optics and he didn't want someone outside reading the report 
that says your job is to "approve" without the consideration that the Commission can also 
deny. Commissioners understand their job, but his concern is the public perception. 

He thought that would be the best language unless someone disagreed. 
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Commissioner Garcia indicated he might miss the meeting for the 20th, depending 
on his daughter's moving date for college. 

Commissioner Hogan asked the dates for September meetings. 

Mr. Berke reported he thought there was only one meeting planned in September, 
but a slot is always open if needed. He anticipated two meetings in October with big 
cases. There are four to five applications expected in by the August deadline. One 
applicant asked to be in the second meeting in October because traffic studies are more 
complicated with Covid. The traffic engineer spends more time on the traffic studies and 
the engineers are demanding more data. 

Ms. Paez confirmed the September 3 meeting will remain the same and not be 
moved to after Labor Day. 

Chair Hiatt reminded Mr. Berke of the discussion to possibly use one of the vacant 
slots as a policy-oriented meeting. He said that would be great if possible. 

Mr. Berke said that was his full intent when they started the virtual meetings. He 
didn't anticipate the cases getting larger and meetings getting busier, but they are. He 
planned to use the second meeting to provide policy and training and discussion 
information. He offered to look at the second meeting in September. He said he wants 
to avoid overwhelming the Commission with two meetings every month. The meetings 
are long, and he was trying to be cognizant of the Commissioners. 

Commissioner Sategna asked which district was missing. 

Chair Hiatt thought it was District 2. He recalled discussing having Commissioner 
Clow be reappointed by a Councilor in District 2 in order to open an at-large appointment. 

Director Isaacson said that was the recommendation they submitted. They have 
had issues finding Commissioners from District 2. Commissioner Clow lives in that 
district. There will be a better chance finding someone to fill the position if they open a 
search for an at-large position. 

Mr. Berke added there is also a vacancy on the Capital Advisory Committee. They 
do infrastructure hearings and Chair Hiatt is on that board as well. He invited anyone 
interested to let Eli know because they want to fill the vacancy. It is a very important Board 
and develop major infrastructure in the City that includes intersections, parks, police, fire, 
etc. Also, it ties to what the Commission does now in approving and developing areas. 

Commissioner Faulkner expressed interest in the committee. 
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I. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business before the Commission, Chair Hiatt adjourned the 
meeting at 8:40 pm. 

Submitted by: 

12Qilli1~ 19 ✓ .. 
elissa D. Byers, Stenographfor 

Byers Organizational Support Services 

Approved by: 

John B. Hiatt, Chair 
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MINUTES OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Thursday, August 20, 2020 - 6:00pm 

VIRTUAL HEARING 

CALL TO ORDER 

A regular meeting of the City of Santa Fe Planning Commission was called to order 
by Chair Hiatt on the above date at approximately 6:00 p.m. at a virtual meeting. 

A. ROLLCALL 

Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum for the meeting 

Members Present 
Commissioner John B. (Jack) Hiatt, Chair 
Commissioner Janet Clow 
Commissioner Lee Garcia 
Commissioner Brian Patrick Gutierrez 
Commissioner Jessica Lawrence 
Commissioner Dominic Sategna 

Members Absent 
Commissioner Mark Hogan, Vice Chair, excused 
Commissioner Pilar Faulkner, Secretary, excused 
(One Vacancy) 

Others Present: 
Mr. Elias Isaacson, Land Use Director 
Mr. Jason Kluck, Assistant Land Use Director 
Mr. Noah Berke, Planner Manager and Staff Liaison 
Mr. Carlos Gemora, Senior Planner 
Ms. Sally Paez, Assistant City Attorney 
Ms. Melissa D. Byers, Stenographer 

NOTE: All items in the Committee packet for all agenda items are incorporated 
herewith by reference. The original Committee packet is on file in the 
Land Use Department. 

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Chair Hiatt led the pledge of allegiance. 
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C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

MOTION: Commissioner Lawrence moved, seconded by Commissioner Clow, to 
approve the agenda, as presented. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

None 

E. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS 

None 

F. OLD BUSINESS: 
None 

G. NEW BUSINESS 

1. An Ordinance Amending the Table of Permitted Uses in Section 14-
6.1 (C) SFCC 1987 to Include Commissary Kitchens as a Permitted Use 
Requiring a Special Use Permit in C-1 Zoning Districts; and Amending 
Section 14-12.1 to Add the Definition of Commissary Kitchens. 
(Councilors Lindell and Villarreal) {Eli Isaacson, Land Use Department 
Director, esisaacson@santafenm.gov, 955-6730) 

Ms. Paez advised that witnesses be sworn for this quasi-judicial item. 

Staff Report 

Director Isaacson explained the purpose of the bill was to add the definition 
Commissary Kitchen to the Code and amend the use table in SFCC Section 14-6.1-1. 
This would approve Commissary Kitchens as a permitted use and require a special use 
permit in a C1 zoning district when located within 200 feet of a residential zone. 

He introduced Hilary Kilpatric and Andrea Abedi, who initiated the amendment. 

Constituent Presentation 

Andrea Abedi, 1622 Camino Porvenir and Hilary Kilpatric, 2323 Calle Halcon, were 
sworn in.They provided a PowerPoint presentation which explained the purpose for a 
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certified commercial kitchen is a place for food production products for distribution to the 
public designed for food production and food safety. Food entrepreneurs in Santa Fe 
lack a facility they can prepare food for resale without going to Taos and Albuquerque. 
The amendment creates a resource for those wishing to scale, expand and properly start 
a food business in accordance with Health Department regulations. 

Community benefits include job creation, a local supply chain and innovation and 
entrepreneurship in the Santa Fe Food community. This provides a food exchange where 
businesses can collaborate and exchange ideas and advice that serves as a link between 
local farmers and local food entrepreneurs. The kitchen would be used by entrepreneurs 
who create and sell packaged food products; private chefs; caterers or food truck owners 
who need a sanitary safe place to prepare and store their food. Farmers would use the 
kitchen as a centralized location distribution point for their product. 

Chair Hiatt asked how the idea came about. 

Ms. Kilpatric explained that Andrea is a private chef, caterer and entrepreneur who 
helps people start businesses. She looks at this as a great incubator. Ms. Abedi added 
for her it was the need because there is nothing available in Santa Fe. 

Public Hearing 

Fabian Trujillo, 1157 Vuelta de Las Acequias, was sworn in. He is the president 
of Las Acequias Neighborhood Association and wholeheartedly supports adding this use 
to Chapter 14. The Commissary Kitchen has been needed in Santa Fe for years and will 
create an opportunity for small business entrepreneurs and the food industry, particularly 
with small entrepreneurs. 

Chair Hiatt asked if Mr. Trujillo was speaking as someone who is responsible for 
economic development for the City. 

Mr. Trujillo replied he was speaking personally. In his professional capacity at the 
Economic Development Office he doesn't have authorization to speak on their behalf. 
But as a professional that works in economic development and has tried to spur the 
development of food entrepreneurship in Santa Fe, he would also support this. 

Chair Hiatt recognized Mr. Trujillo's expertise. 

Ms. Paez indicated there was a phone-in attendee. She explained the process is 
to use *9 for those who call in and want to comment. 

Chair Hiatt seeing no other speakers closed the public hearing. 
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Commission Discussion 

Commissioner Lawrence asked why only the C1 zoning district is considered in 
the Code change. 

Director Isaacson explained that was how the proposal was brought forward. They 
could possibly look at other changes as parties are interested in opening a commercial 
kitchen not in a C1 zone. This makes sense in C1 districts first to see how this works and 
if needed they can reevaluate. 

Commissioner Lawrence said this would be a pilot for where commercial kitchens 
might be appropriate. 

MOTION: Commissioner Lawrence moved to recommend approval to the Governing 
Body. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Clow. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

Chair Hiatt thanked Ms. Kilpatric and Ms. Abedi. 

2. An Ordinance Amending Section 7-1.3 SFCC 1987 Regarding a 
Schedule of Permit Fees in Code; Creating a New Section 7-1.11 to 
Establish a Fee Schedule for Services Provided by the Land Use 
Department; Repealing Section 7-3.3 Regarding the Fee to Move a 
Building; Amending Subsection 14-3.17(D) Regarding a Schedule for 
Appeals Fees in Code; Amending Subsection 14-8.2(0)(2) to Allow the 
Land Use Director to Issue Certain Preliminary Permits at the Owner's 
Own Risk; Amending Section 14-9.5 to Clarify the Process for 
Constructing Public and Quasi-Public Improvements Prior to 
Commencement of Other Aspects of Development; Creating a New 
Section 14-13 to Establish Fees in Code; Amending Section 14-12.1 to 
Add a Definition for Site Restoration; and Establishing an Effective 
Date. (Mayor Webber) (Eli Isaacson, Land Use Department Director, 
esisaacson@santafenm.gov, 955-6830; Jason Kluck, Land Use 
Department Assistant Director, jmkluck@santafenm.gov, 955-5937) 

Staff Report 

Jason Kluck reported the primary objective of the ordinance amendment is to adopt 
new Sections 7-1.11, 14-13 SFCC to create a comprehensive schedule of all fees 
assessed by the Land Use Department for services provided to the public. The proposal 
includes related amendments to section 7-3.3 to remove the fee to move a building; 
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amendments to section 14-8 to allow the Land Use Director to issue preliminary permits; 
and amendments to Section 14-9.5 to clarify the process for construction of public and 
quasi-public improvements or other aspects of development. Lastly, the proposal would 
add a definition to the subsection for site restoration in 14-12.1 needed for clarification of 
other aspects of the proposal. 

Mr. Kluck noted two major elements are proposed to the ordinance amendment. 
First. to create a comprehensive fee schedule for Land Use to incorporate into the Code. 
That would provide clear information and guidelines for estimating planning/permitting 
costs. Second, to clarify the process for construction of public/quasi-public improvements 
for public infrastructure. This coincides with the efforts of the Engineering Division to 
undertake significant revisions to the Infrastructure Completion Policy to clarify the 
process in general, and specifically clarify the process for multiuse, multifamily 
commercial projects. 

Mr. Kluck stood for questions. 

Public Hearing 

Mr. Berke explained how someone attending could provide public comment by 
clicking the raised hand on the computer or if calling in, use *9. He noted speakers would 
have two minutes to speak. 

There were no commenters. The public hearing was closed. 

Commission Discussion 

Commissioner Sategna noted a spelling error on page 1, line 17, he thought was 
meant to be "commencement". 

Mr. Kluck confirmed it should read commencement. 

Commissioner Sategna said his questions were specific to Section 14-8.2, page 
15, beginning line 17, definition to standards for Grading, under Drain and Stormwater 
Management. He asked if this was granting an application or granting a preliminary 
clearing and grading permit. 

Mr. Kluck replied an application for a grading permit. It would allow the applicant 
to apply for a grading permit that would be reviewed and approved or denied. 

Commissioner Garcia asked the overall increase percentage of the impact fees. 

Director Isaacson explained they did not increase fees across the board by a 
percentage and reviewed the ordinance line by line. They analyzed what an appropriate 
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fee would be based on the amount of time and resources used. Fees were adjusted up 
or down based on that. There are no impact fees in this fee schedule. Those are 
governed by a separate section of Code and specific to existing levels of the City and the 
impact to the areas. 

Mr. Kluck referred to the proposed Planning and Land Use Table of Fees 
highlighted. Generally, permit fees range from 1/2 to 5% of the project amount and the 
majority of permits are around 1 % and will remain the same in the ordinance. 

Commissioner Sategna thought the powers of the Land Use Director were being 
expanded. He asked if they have defined or listed in Chapter 14, what "under emergency 
circumstances the Land-Use Director could issue a Grading at Owners Risk Permit prior 
to the submission of an application." He was concerned that there was no limit or 
definition that would be important in these cases. 

Director Isaacson offered scenarios that have occurred in the past. The days 
following the flooding in July 2018, people needed the ability to grade their property on 
an emergency basis. That type of scenario is where the emergency at-risk would be 
issued. An application would still be required, and a permit issued, and the work would 
still be inspected. This would allow the Land Use Director, in an emergency, to issue a 
grading permit so work could begin. He didn't think there was a strict definition of what 
an emergency would be under this provision. He said Ms. Paez could best answer that. 

Ms. Paez recalled that a previous draft of the bill included a definition for an 
emergency grading permit. She offered to look for the previous version and the language 
could be reincorporated into the Code. 

Commissioner Sategna expressed concerns. He recommended an additional 
definition be provided. Secondly, he wanted to address something similar. The Land 
Use Department issues grading permits, but this is creating and adding language for a 
"limited grading permit". He asked if there is a definition for a limited grading permit and 
when would that permit be issued. 

Director Isaacson explained the Department is often asked for early permission 
when reviewing applications for "clearing and grubbing." It is simply preparing the site for 
the eventual grading, not altering the terrain. The permit could be issued by the Land­
Use Director while the application is pending. 

Commissioner Sategna said he is familiar with a grubbing permit. He 
recommended if a Limited Grading permit has no definition of what it is, they should 
include that. The difference between the clearing and grubbing permit and the limited 
grading permit is not clear. It comes down to the Land Use Director making those 
decisions on a case-by-case basis without a definition. For the integrity of the 
modifications there should be a definition. 
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Chair Hiatt said he would entertain a motion and Commissioner Sategna could 
include his two recommendations to the City Council. 

Ms. Paez clarified language for the motion would be to recommend the Governing 
Body approve the ordinance with the additional language. 

MOTION: Commissioner Sategna recommended approval of the ordinance to the 
Governing Body with the additional recommendation that definitions be 
provided for "Limited Grading permit" and "emergency circumstances" 
specific to the Land Use Director's ability to issue a Grading at Owner's Risk 
Permit. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Lawrence. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Garcia, 
Gutierrez, Lawrence, Sategna and Clow voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

3. Case #2020-2266. Sangre Azul, Final Subdivision Plat. Oralynn 
Guerrerortiz of Design Enginuity, Agent, for Roddy & Sherry Leeder, Owner, 
request final subdivision plat approval for 23 residential lots on 
approximately 4.04± acres of vacant land. The property is zoned R-5 
(Residential- five dwelling units per acre) and is located at 2670 and 2690 
Kates Way. (Donna Wynant, AICP, Case 
Manager, djwynant@santafenm.gov, 955-6325). 

Commissioner Clow recused herself from hearing this case. 

Staff Report 

Mr. Berke presented the staff report. The request is for plat approval for 23 
residential lots zoned RS. The Commission recently heard this case in the preliminary 
stage on June 4, 2020 and approved the preliminary subdivision with conditions of 
approval and Findings and Conclusions. The applicant asked at that meeting to use 
gravel instead of the required base course. The Commission denied the request and 
required the applicant build to street standards as stipulated in Code. The applicant has 
fulfilled that request and completed all technical corrections and conditions from the 
preliminary stage. 

Staff recommends approval of the final subdivision. A condition of approval 
regarding ADA review comments can be addressed at the time of the building permit. 
The conditions as listed in the packet in Section 2 can be addressed prior to the issuance 
of a construction permit. 
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Mr. Berke said staff recommends approval for the final subdivision request with the 
conditions of approval and technical corrections as stated in the report. He noted that 
two motions are required, 1) to approve/deny the final subdivision plat and 2) 
approve/deny Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as proposed in Exhibit A2. 

He noted Ms. Wynant had joined the meeting now. 

Ms. Wynant confirmed the report covered everything. She had nothing to add. 

Applicant's Presentation 

Oralynn Guerrerortiz, with Design Enginuity 11421 Louisa St., Suite A., was sworn. 
She said she presented the paved road design at the last meeting and the layout of the 
project has not changed. They agree to all staff conditions. 

Public Hearing 

There were no speakers, therefore, Chair Hiatt closed the public hearing. 

Commission Discussion 

Commissioner Sategna addressed the traffic engineer. He wanted to note serious 
concerns he had before the Commission voted. The project does not meet criteria# 2, 
specifically the egress onto South Meadows with the amount of traffic. He asked if that 
would be remediated. Also, in criteria #2, he would ask if this project is or is not in the 
best interest of the public's health, safety or welfare. 

Mr. John Romero started speaking but was obviously addressing a different 
matter. 

Mr. Berke offered to contact Mr. Romero by phone about the question. 

Mr. Berke addressed Commissioner Sategna. He said this final subdivision plat 
and the preliminary met the criteria that was approved by the Commission. Staff has 
moved that information into the final and it is consistent with the preliminary information. 
Nothing has been changed between the two hearings. He indicated it would have been 
helpful for the Commissioner to voice his concerns at the first hearing. Now they are at 
the final stage and this has already met the criteria and been approved. 

Commissioner Sategna said he appreciated the clarification, but it was discussed 
and is in the minutes. He just wanted to highlight the concern before the vote. He has 
not changed his comments and didn't think Mr. Romero had changed his. 
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Chair Hiatt said as a frequent traveler on that road he also noticed the issue since 
the preliminary subdivision plat was approved. He has the same concern, but not enough 
to raise the issue beyond that. He asked Mr. Sategna if he wanted to wait for Mr. 
Romero's comments. 

Commissioner Sategna said no, he was happy to make a motion. 

Chair Hiatt recognized Commissioner Garcia first for a comment. 

Commissioner Garcia said he has heard a few cases along that roadway, and it 
requires the City to look closer at the road. There is a school there and other 
developments will be happening on the road. Something should be done in terms of 
pedestrian and vehicle safety and the egress and ingress of the developments. 

He agreed this has been addressed not only in this case but others as well. He 
isn't against the development, but the road should be looked at in more detail. 

Chair Hiatt recognized Traffic Engineer John Romero. 
Commissioner Sategna's concern about access to South Meadows. 
Romero wanted to comment. 

He explained 
He asked if Mr. 

Mr. Romero explained he had been on the phone with a constituent. 

Commissioner Sategna explained he just wanted to make a point before the 
Commission voted and ask Mr. Romero if he wanted to comment. He believed there to 
be cause for concern as they continue to approve things in that area. As they continue 
to approve projects he would question if this is in the interest of the public. He wanted to 
raise that point and capture his concern in the minutes before the Commission voted. 

Mr. Romero asked if Commissioner Sategna had a specific traffic concern, such 
as the traffic capacity or the ability to turn onto South Meadows. 

Commissioner Sategna said both. The capacity and that the access is on a curve 
of the street and making a left onto that was actually discussed in the preliminary. He 
thought Mr. Romero had also mentioned there will be a property developed behind this 
one. There will be potential access from behind this property. 

Mr. Romero explained capacity issues are usually at intersections, and sometimes 
a length of roadway when a two-lane road can no longer suffice. Studies show that South 
Meadows as a two-lane road can handle the traffic. And the interchange, including the 
roundabouts at the interchange intersections can handle a lot more traffic. They were 
designed to do that. The only pinch point is Agua Fria/South Meadows that is at 60% 
design. They are considering adding turn lanes to mediate that. The model shows that 
the proposed improvements will manage not only existing traffic, but also the future traffic. 
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All of the planned developments, both approved and Kate's Way, and all the other 
properties not formally presented to the City were included. They assumed the density 
based on the City's and the study shows that the intersection works well. 

Mr. Romero said one thing that might happen that would be a positive effect. The 
building of the apartments could improve traffic. The school districts build their schools 
in a reactive approach and build new schools when they get to capacity. It is likely once 
the apartments come in, the number of students will push the district boundary out and 
some would go to another school district. That would make this population more 
appropriate for the area. Most of the traffic issues in the area are in the morning because 
of the school and many of the kids will be walking to school with the apartments so close. 
That will reduce people driving their children to school. 

He said that theory isn't included in the model, but it does include all of the existing 
traffic plus future traffic going through the intersections. He sees no safety and definitely 
no capacity issues with the access of Kate's Way onto South Meadows. The City often 
builds access on curves and has only had an issue when access was on the inside of a 
curve. It makes it hard to see cars coming around the curve, but there is ample site 
distance on the outside of the curve. Kate's Way allows you to see down both sides of 
South Meadows. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2266, Sangre Azul, Final Subdivision Plat, Commissioner 
Sategna moved to approve subject to the conditions of approval and 
technical corrections recommended by staff, and to approve Findings of 
Fact and Conclusions of Law as proposed in Exhibit A2. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Lawrence. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Garcia, 
Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting against. 

Ms. Guerrerortiz noted they have been working on another entrance to this area 
for over six months and doing surveys to bring another road into the area. They hope to 
connect to the frontage road off of South Meadows roundabout. 

4. Case #2020-2273. 4262 Agua Fria Street and 4701 & 4702 Rufina Street 
Aguafina Rezoning Ordinance Amendment. Liaison Planning Services, 
Inc., Agent, for Aguafina Development LLC, Owner, requests an 
amendment to Ordinance 2013-12 to remove condition #2 requiring Tract 
C-1 to be developed consistent with R-3 zoning, and modifying condition 
#3 to remove the requirement for three base-course lot access driveways. 
The properties are zoned R-5 (Residential-five dwelling units per acre) and 
R-3 (Residential- three dwelling units per acre) and total approximately 
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11.47 acres. (Lee Logston, Case Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 
955-6136). 

5. Case #2020-2274. 4701 Rufina Street Aguafina Rezoning. Liaison 
Planning Services, Inc., Agent, for Aguafina Development, Owner, requests 
approval of a rezoning from R-3 (Residential-three dwelling units per acre) 
to R-5 (Residential - five dwelling units per acre) for a property located at 
4 701 Rufina Street. The property is approximately 3.44 acres. (Lee Logston, 
Case Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136). 

6. Case #2020-2287. 4702 Rufina Street Aguafina Rezoning. Liaison 
Planning Services, Inc., Agent, for Aguafina Development LLC, Owner, 
requests approval of a rezoning from R-3 (Residential - three dwelling units 
per acre) to R-6 (Residential - six dwelling units per acre) for a property 
located at 4702 Rufina Street. The property is approximately 2.42 acres. 
(Lee Logston, Case Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136). 

Commissioner Clow returned to the meeting at 6:56 p.m. 

Staff Report 

Mr. Logston provided the staff report. Case #2273 has to do with all three 
properties. This is a rezoning ordinance amendment to remove Condition #2, requiring 
the tract to be developed R-3 and modify Condition #3 to remove the requirement for the 
three to have base course access driveways. Case #2274 is a rezoning from R3 to R5 
and the Case #2287 is rezoning from R3 to R6. 

Mr. Logston showed a brief PowerPoint presentation. He indicated this will be 
heard as one case but is three different cases. 

Background from 2012 was provided. A separate applicant sought rezoning R1 to 
R5 for 4701/4702 and the Commission recommended R3. The Governing Body reheard 
the case in 2013, first rejecting it. They reheard the case and approved the rezoning of 
a 23-lot subdivision and the applicant agreed to conditions of the two Rufina parcels. The 
conditions restricted how the Agua Fria parcel could be developed, even though not part 
of the rezoning application. 

An overview of the tracts and their locations were shown. The Commission was 
asked to rezone two lots and change conditions attached to all three parcels, including 
tract C1. There are three components, to amend the zoning ordinance #2013-12 to 
remove conditions of approval in the Findings/Conclusions requiring to be developed 
requiring the three properties to be developed as a 23-lot subdivision on three lot access 
driveways, and rezoning requests for 4701 and 4702. 
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The conditions placed on the three properties known as the "applicant's 
undertakings" are: The applicant is to submit the request for the subdivision as a single 
application; to develop the adjacent parcel (Agua Fria parcel) consistent with R3 zoning, 
notwithstanding it was zoned R5; the applicant would not request to connect Power Line 
Road as primary or secondary access for the property or for the Agua Fria parcel, but 
instead propose specifically three base-course lot access driveways, each serving a 
maximum of 8 lots; and last, the applicant would grant an easement to the Tapias' home 
and their successors across to Power Line Road. 

The amendment proposed would specifically strike the second condition to 
develop the Aqua Fria parcel consistent with R3 zoning, and strike through the part that 
has been struck through on the third condition. 

Mr. Logston clarified that this application honors the wishes of the residents to not 
connect Powerline Road as a road. To make that work they would be striking the second 
part of Condition #3. The rezone for 4701 is from R3 to R5 to match the density of the 
north tract C-1 and to allow development at a density that enables paved roads, 
sidewalks, and site built or stick-built homes. Rezoning for 4702 R3 to R6, to match the 
density of the future Casa de Todos subdivision and allow density that enables paved 
roads and a road connection to Casa de Todos. 

Chapter 14 does not have specific criteria for an ordinance amendment. The 
Commission should base their decision roughly on criteria for rezoning. This case is a 
decision on whether or not a development that has paved roads, instead of a series of 
private unpaved roads, is better for pedestrian connectivity and overall public interest. He 
summarized the gist of the Code on rezoning is the land-use - in this case the density - is 
more advantageous to the public good, is consistent with general plan policies, 
infrastructure can handle it, and is consistent with surrounding density and land use. The 
proposal is consistent with surrounding density and would provide public paved roads 
and sidewalks, and it is consistent with the wishes of Las Acequias residents for site-built 
homes consistent with their neighborhood. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommended the Commission recommend the Governing Body approve the 
amendment and the rezonings. Six motions are required and are included in the staff 
report. 

Applicant's Presentation 

Dolores Vigil, PO Box 1835, was sworn. She represents the applicant, Rudy 
Rodriguez, Sr. who was present. Mr. Rodriquez is the managing partner for Agua Fria 
Subdivision. She thanked Mr. Logston for doing a good job paraphrasing the case. They 
have met many times with neighbors and the previous approval had expired. At an ENN 
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with the neighbors and surrounding properties the applicant proposed a manufactured 
housing subdivision. The neighbors were adamantly opposed, and the Applicant began 
to think it would be better to propose stick-built homes. Also, Las Acequia Subdivision 
residents have enjoyed the open space and the applicant assured them he would 
incorporate connectivity to the park. Sidewalks will be added, which will be safer than 
base course roads. And Power Line Road will not be part of this development. The 
neighbor who uses that road will continue to have access to his property. 

Ms. Vigil shared the site plan noting the surrounding area and location of Power 
Line Road. She gave a general overview of the proposal and tracts: Tract C1 will have a 
gate at the end of Powerline Road for fire access, a turnaround for solid waste, and 
landscape on both sides with sidewalks. Tract C2 she hopes to rezone would have a 
paved roadway with access for fire and a turnaround for solid waste. 

She explained the amendments requested are the conditions in 2013 when 
approved. The conditions were found in the Findings/Conclusions and the previous 
owner had agreed to develop property to R3 despite that it is zoned R5. That is the 
reason for the request to remove that condition, including the base course driveways. 

Ms. Vigil introduced consultants with her who could help with questions, Karl 
Sommer, Ms. Guerrerortiz with Design Enginuity and Walker Engineering. 

Chair Hiatt confirmed the consultants wanted to wait until after the public hearing 
to speak. 

Mr. Berke reminded the Commission this is a rezoning case and there is no 
subdivision application submitted or being reviewed currently. The Commission would 
likely hear a subdivision plat in the future if rezoning is approved. There will be both a 
preliminary and a final subdivision plat to review. 

Mr. Berke provided instructions for those wanting to speak. 

Public Hearing 

Fabian Trujillo, previously sworn, reminded the Commission that Las Acequias 
Neighborhood Association has 653 homes and over 3100 residents. He said we are 60% 
minority community with per capita income about $35,459 and 26% live below the poverty 
line. 

He noted the Association has been meeting since November 2019 with Ms. Vigil 
and Liaison Planning. They are happy they have agreed to build stick-built homes. But 
the neighborhood still has some concerns on the rezoning with regard to traffic. He has 
made the same comments about all the development around them. The traffic will be 
spilling into an already failing intersection at Lopez Lane and Rufina. The Association 
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would like the applicant to be required to provide impact fees if approved for rezoning. 
The development will add approximately 400 more cars at that intersection. 

William Henry Mee, 2073 Camino Samuel Montoya, was sworn in. He stated that 
he is president of the Agua Fria Village Association. We approved the accessing of Agua 
Fria Street in 2013 by the eight homes in C1 using a base course road. The request now 
to allow a paved road with higher density is against our community plan. The traffic of all 
of the trailer parks and subdivisions along Aqua Fria is limited to Agua Fria. All have 
locked gates for emergency vehicle purposes only and the Association prefers that. One 
condition of the 2013 plan was at Power Line Road, to block off the access to Agua Fria 
Street. The Association does not want a through street from Rufina to Agua Fria. 

Chair Hiatt asked Mr. Mee if the property fell within the Village. 

Mr. Mee indicated it is not in the traditional community, but the portion of Agua Fria 
Street is in the traditional store community. It requires a Santa Fe County driveway 
permit. 

Chair Hiatt closed the public hearing. 

Commission Discussion 

Commissioner Gutierrez asked to see the access to the Tapia property. 

Mr. Logston showed the Powerline Road easement and Tapia home. He noted a 
condition in the rezoning ordinance that access would be preserved, would be included 
in the preliminary subdivision. 

Commissioner Gutierrez asked if the home mostly fell within tract C1. 

Mr. Logston replied technically ii is its own property, but ii is correct that more of it 
is adjacent to C1 than C2. 

Commissioner Gutierrez asked to see the three gravel driveways. 

Mr. Logston showed a view of the driveways. He explained the overall plan was 
to keep the density low and the track was already zoned R5 and allows the proposed 
number of homes. The base course private driveways with emergency access gates at 
the ends were shown. 

Mr. Logston noted in regard to Mr. Mee's comment, it was never a through road 
and is not currently proposed as a through drive. It would be paved roads and still have 
the gates. 
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Commissioner Gutierrez asked Ms. Vigil if the Applicant had asked the 
neighborhood for connectivity all the way through to Agua Fria. 

Ms. Vigil said it has never been a through road since she has been on the case 
and that was never discussed. The road has always ended at Power Line with gates or 
bollards for each lot. That is still the intent. 

Commissioner Sategna noted in the previous cases, staff did not support the 
proposal because of a lack of connectivity, specifically with Power Line Road. He asked 
Mr. Logston what made this different than the previous recommendation and if he found 
the connection impractical. 

Mr. Logston replied as a planning professional he felt that road connections should 
be made when possible. In this case, the neighbors were adamant, and it was 
conditioned as part of the approval of the subdivision. This time around in the early 
meetings with neighbors, they were clear they do not want the road to connect. He, John 
Romero, the applicant/owner, the former land-use director and Ms. Vigil reviewed the 
combined subdivision concepts. They discussed where roads should and should not 
connect. 

He doesn't necessarily agree with the lack of connection as a planning professional 
but recognizes this is what the neighbors want. The neighbors have already compromised 
by accepting higher density. Staff was overruled last year in City Council with Dos 
Acequias. Staff is not recommending the connection now because they have learned 
when residents really don't want something, City Council will most likely uphold that. 

Mr. Logston said the Commission was able to recommend other than what he 
recommended in his staff report. 

Commissioner Sategna appreciated the concerns of the community and 
consideration of the Governing Body voting in favor of the community's perspective of 
"not in my backyard". But the Commission is bound by Chapter 14 and 9.2 Street 
Improvement and Design Standards guidance for approving connectivity. Time and time 
again there is another case where because of staffs past interactions with the Governing 
Body or an upset neighborhood association, the City puts up bollards to create an access 
road where two roads should obviously connect. That access into communities is 
somehow swept under the rug and he disagreed. He believes they should follow Chapter 
14 unless as it states it would be impractical. 

He said in this situation, he did not believe it would be impractical to connect these 
roads or to use what staff stated in 2013; that it makes sense to connect the roads. He 
could respect that neighboring communities feeling that it is important not to connect, 
however, the Commission is bound to Chapter 14. 
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Commissioner Sategna asked Mr. Logston if the conditions being set were 
originally tied to the Findings/Conclusions and how are they bound, and if the Commission 
would have opportunity to comment again. He asked if this would be creating conditions 
when the subdivision comes before the Commission, that prevents them from 
reconsidering the connection of these roads. 

Mr. Logston said he respects Commissioner Sategna's opinion on connectivity. In 
general, staff recommends that no conditions be placed on the rezoning for the reason 
they are before the Commission tonight. It creates more process to go back and amend 
later. The conditions were in the Findings/Conclusions rather than the ordinance was 
unusual and not how it is done today. He asked that Ms. Paez comment. 

Mr. Berke asked before Ms. Paez spoke, to have John Romero talk about future 
connectivity and why Power Line Road will never be a through road. It was platted as an 
easement in the 80s. 

Ms. Paez indicated when looking at the applicant undertakings one slide shows 
what the applicant proposes to strike from the previous conditions. Some conditions will 
remain conditions but attached to the zoning with the properties. The previous applicant 
had submitted regarding the first condition, a single application encompassing all three 
tracks. Ms. Vigil plans to do the same. 

Chair Hiatt asked Ms. Vigil if that was her intent. 

Ms. Vigil confirmed ii was her intent. 

Ms. Paez stated she didn't believe that precluded a road connection. The second 
will be eliminated; that the adjacent parcel is rezoned consistent with R3 zoning. The 
third condition that the applicant would not request to use Power Line Road as primary or 
secondary access, would remain. She wasn't sure that would dictate what is done with 
other connections from Rufina to Agua Fria and is just specific to Power Line. That 
condition is proposed to be retained. That cannot be changed at the subdivision approval 
stage. The three base course lot access driveways would be eliminated and the 
easement to the Tapias will remain but doesn't necessarily dictate a road layout. 

Mr. Romero, City Traffic Engineer, said a lot of connectivity potential or decisions 
apply to this subject area. First, the intent of Power Line Road was to be a major east/west 
connection through the City but was replaced by Rufina. The Power Line alignment was 
abandoned with that decision. Other connectivity issues Commissioner Sategna brought 
up are relative regarding the type of connections to neighborhoods and how they are 
managed within the neighborhood sentiments. 

In this case, they felt the pedestrian connectivity was good enough that a formal 
connection from a traffic standpoint from the development to Power Line Road would not 
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serve a specific traffic issue. He supports the connection for Dos Acequias as an example 
because it was different and provided legitimate connections for the neighborhood 
through the development and vice versa. It also facilitates a potential extension through 
Montano Road. 

Mr. Romero said in this case, he doesn't see a connection to Calle Atajo or the 
same degree of benefit. There is enough gray area that it wasn't worth pushing itthrough. 
Especially when the neighborhood doesn't want it. If they were to make Power Line Road 
a through connection from Calle Atajo to Cielo Azul, it would provide little benefit. Having 
a pedestrian connection work and with a proposed development, they are looking at how 
to extend the pedestrian connection through a trail system that eventually connects the 
two. 

Commissioner Sategna explained he didn't really have a question. He thought Mr. 
Berke wanted Mr. Romero to comment to his question of whether this condition would be 
attached to the subdivision when ii came for approval. 

Commissioner Clow said Commissioner Sategna had asked if the Commission put 
conditions on this similar to the previous Findings/Conclusions would they be stuck when 
this is before them as a development plan. Her understanding is that would be yes. If 
the Commission recommends a condition and the City Council approves, when it returns 
to the Commission for the development plan, the Commission is bound by those 
conditions. 

Ms. Paez confirmed that was correct. She noted that Karl Sommer, attorney 
representing the applicant, wanted to speak. 

Commissioner Sategna asked if Mr. Sommer was speaking on behalf of the 
applicant or during public comment. 

Chair Hiatt asked to confirm he would speak on behalf of the applicant. 

Karl Sommer, PO Box 2476, was sworn in. He confirmed he was speaking on 
behalf of the Applicant and wanted to address comments of Commissioner Sategna and 
Mr. Romero on connectivity. His understanding was that Commissioner Sategna was 
asking about the north/south connectivity to Agua Fria and to Rufina in part, and Mr. 
Romero was talking about connectivity to Power Line Road. 

Mr. Sommer said this property was purchased by Mr. Rodriguez, who is someone 
doing quality development in town for a very long time. The cost of the infrastructure 
requires that you get density. A trade off to get that approved at every level with the City 
is the trade-off on the north-south connection from Agua Fria to Rufina. This is a proposed 
balance of stick-built homes and paved roads and sidewalks between all of those 
interests. What was given up in connectivity was traded for increased connectivity for 
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pedestrians and a more quality living environment. They are sensitive to Code, but 
connectivity requires the tradeoff to be in the interest of the community and balanced with 
the ability to develop the property in a manner that would make it affordable for Mr. 
Rodriguez. 

Commissioner Clow asked if it is correct that connectivity is not mandated, it is 
recommended, and there is flexibility of issues like connectivity for walking and harmony 
in the neighborhood, etc. 

Mr. Berke replied when the condition was made in 2013 the Code wasn't revised 
for connectivity and different laws were in place. A lot of connectivity goals are stipulated 
in the General Plan. They looking for consistency with that when opening a rezoning 
case and the policies that guide it. They now have rules for connectivity, but this today is 
only a zoning amendment. 

Mr. Logston pointed out that the Commission is bound by the previous Council's 
decision on the ordinance rather than the Code. The ordinance runs with the land and 
the conditions bind them. 

Commissioner Clow said it is also important to note that the issue has not been 
brought before the Commission and the applicant has not asked for that condition to be 
changed. It is appropriate when City Council made that a condition and the new issues 
were brought to the Commission that the issue was not presented to the Commission. It 
would complicate everything. The Commission does not have standing to do that and it 
is not before them. She said she read that 20% of the lots will be affordable. She asked 
if that was correct. 

Ms. Vigil answered that was correct; it would be eight lots. 

Commissioner Clow asked to confirm that all of the homes would be stick built 
homes on the three parcels. She was told yes. 

Commissioner Sategna said he respectfully disagreed with Commissioner Clow. 
He thought the Commission's job is to stick their nose into some of these issues. He 
understood this was not brought to the Commission's attention. And he could appreciate 
their consideration for the Governing Body and how they make their decisions. But it is 
the Commission's responsibility to take things into consideration regarding Chapter 14. It 
is relevant because it is not traditional that conditions are attached to rezonings. 

He also disagreed with Mr. Logston that the Commission is bound by previous 
conditions. Here they are making recommendations to the Governing Body to remove 
conditions, or alter them, so the Commission does have some say in that. He feels the 
Commission plays an important role to address Chapter 14 and should be evaluating 
connectivity and regardless if on merit, it should be considered. 
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Chair Hiatt said he was struggling whether Commissioners should be talking about 
the connectivity in a rezoning consideration. He asked Ms. Paez if it is relevant at this 
point. 

Ms. Paez said to the extent that the conditions are in the Findings/Conclusions and 
adopted in the previous rezoning and speak to connectivity issues and road connections, 
they are relevant. She didn't see the idea of a north to south connection mentioned, so 
that was off the table, but comments about Power Line can be considered. 

Chair Hiatt said he thought they should talk about Power Line and not about the 
north to south connection. 

Commissioner Sategna clarified that he was addressing Power Line Road. He has 
concerns about only one path of ingress/egress there. While there is a solution, he was 
not addressing that. 

Commissioner Sategna addressed Mr. Logston's point saying when we are 
attaching conditions to rezoning, which is not usually done, it creates this mess. 

He asked Ms. Paez, given that the criteria the Commission measures in rezoning 
doesn't necessarily address additional conditions, he was trying to decide if he votes no 
and provides specifics to the Governing Body, what criterion would the attached 
conditions fall under. 

Ms. Paez wasn't sure how to approach this. It is unusual that the conditions were 
set forth in the Findings/Conclusions and not attached to the rezoning ordinance. It is very 
messy to find the Findings/Conclusions approved a rezoning ordinance but didn't address 
all the parcels that were addressed in the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. She 
thought that the City's position was those were never challenged. They were issued by 
the Governing Body in a final action and order by the Governing Body that can only be 
changed by the Governing Body. The Governing Body has the authority to do that. 

She said the Commission could make recommendations to that effect. It doesn't 
tie into the express conditions of a zoning change. It is more about a piece of legislation 
and falls more into the category of changing an ordinance on a bill. The Governing Body 
has separate authority to do that outside the zoning criteria itself. 

Commissioner Sategna asked if they should be making a decision or a 
recommendation on this to begin with. Given this is a position of the Governing Body and 
not necessarily attached to criteria, the Commission would assess in a rezoning. He 
suggested rather than a no vote against criteria, he would recommend the Governing 
Body remove the additional criteria with the intent of upholding Chapter 14 and that 
criteria. 
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Commissioner Gutierrez noted that Ms. Paez stated the Commission should only 
be looking at what's in front of them. But they are charged with looking at the General 
Plan that includes connectivity. That puts them in the position to look at this with blinders. 
He asked if he had interpreted that wrong. 

Ms. Paez said if she could go back to 2013, she would recommend to the 
Governing Body not to attach some of the conditions in the Findings/Conclusions in the 
rezoning stage. They are more appropriate at the subdivision stage and really address 
more how the City lays out roads. The connectivity issues, are really a subdivision issue. 
That would be the appropriate time to impose conditions. However, the Governing Body 
did include some connectivity and subdivision layout conditions in the previous rezoning 
case when they issued their Findings/Conclusions. Now that those are in there, it is 
appropriate to address them, but she didn't recommend going beyond that limited scope. 

Ms. Paez added they will be looking at the subdivision plat with proposed roads, 
layout and connectivity issues. There would be nothing wrong to express general 
observations about connectivity. It would be helpful, but when looking at rezoning they 
should stick to the road issues and the rezoning conditions and the Findings for 2013. 

Commissioner Gutierrez confirmed if connectivity were north to south ii should be 
addressed when the preliminary subdivision comes back to the Commission. 

Ms. Paez said that is what she recommends. 

Commissioner Gutierrez said he requested the minutes for this case from 
2012/2013 and ii appeared the mindset and reason tract C1 was mandated to rezoning 
versus the RS, was because they wanted a softer footprint into the Agua Fria area. He 
asked what has changed since for them to advocate for the zoning requested. 

Mr. Logston replied that was new to him, he had not read that. He understood ii 
to be part of the overall package and that they wanted as few homes as possible on that 
stretch and the lot access driveway was a way to achieve that. That was a maximum of 
eight homes. That wasn't the specific impact on Agua Fria, ii was the overall impact to 
the neighborhood and an attempt to keep the density low. 

Commissioner Gutierrez explained he read in the Governing Body minutes that C1 
went into R3 because they wanted less impact closer to Agua Fria than Rufina. He asked 
what changed from 2013 to now, that staff recommends approval to RS or R6. 

Mr. Logston said tract C1 has always been zoned RS and was never part of the 
original rezone. The Council at the time conditioned ii be developed at a lower density 
as part of the overall package. He clarified that it was stated in earlier public testimony 
that that section of Agua Fria is County jurisdiction, but it is not. The City map boundary 
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of Agua Fria Village comes close, but the Village boundary comes over the road across 
to the north. He respected Mr. Mee's concerns, but it does not require a County permit. 

Ms. Vigil asked if Morey Walker could speak about traffic counts based on the new 
additional lots and R5 zone. 

Mr. Berke suggested the Applicant answer Commissioner Gutierrez's question and 
why the changes are warranted. 

Ms. Vigil responded that neighbors now want more connectivity. This road will 
allow sidewalks and the applicant is providing more of a community. The previous design 
was just for eight lots with dirt roads that would be unsafe. She has seen this before when 
people don't approve of base course roads because there are no sidewalks. She has 
been hearing that since working with the neighborhood. They feel paved roads would be 
a benefit and also the density helps to create a subdivision with amenities and keeps the 
dust down. In the previous design, the road was on the side of Las Acequias and against 
their fences. So, the applicant moved the road to the west side of the lot. Those changes 
were a result of meetings and studies conducted and the traffic study that also supports 
the additional lots. 

Mr. Sommer said Commissioner Gutierrez's question goes to the criteria for 
rezoning the two parcels to the south and what has changed in the neighborhood. He 
thought it was Criteria #2 in Section 14-3.5C(1 )(a)(ii). The City has developed this area 
in such a way that the infrastructure and density has changed. Properties have grown up 
around this that are different than R3 zoning that dovetails into the third criteria, a category 
more advantageous to the community. Now R5 zoning is more consistent with the overall 
area than at the time of the restriction and R3 zoning placed on the two other southern 
tracts. 

Commissioner Gutierrez indicated he had asked Mr. Logston to check on the 
infrastructure. 

Mr. Logston replied Rufina and Agua Fria are serviced with water and sewer. Stan 
Holland of the City Wastewater Division reviewed the request and approved with minor 
corrections. The infrastructure could handle this, and the wastewater plans would include 
to expand the lines in the future if necessary. 

Commissioner Gutierrez asked Mr. Romero regarding Mr. Mee's statement if they 
would have to go through the County for anything on Agua Fria. 

Mr. Romero replied that Agua Fria is checkerboarded in this area because of the 
County annexation. He wasn't sure where it stood. 

Commissioner Gutierrez offered to look it up on the GIS map. 
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Chair Hiatt asked Commissioner Gutierrez why the Commission would care if the 
County is going to be involved, at this juncture. 

Commissioner Gutierrez replied if this returns in the future, so he would know the 
answer. 

Commissioner Sategna addressed Ms. Paez. These seem best positioned when 
the approval for the subdivision comes to the Commission, rather than trying to make 
recommendations for the approval of some conditions versus others. He asked if he 
could make a motion to recommend that the Governing Body remove all the conditions 
of approval with the intent to be addressed later by staff and the applicant during the 
subdivision approval. The Commission could then readdress the conditions at that level 
instead of attaching them to the rezoning ordinance. 

Commissioner Sategna said if they were to do that, the zoning ordinance is already 
RS and the Commission could still recommend approval to the Governing Body for the 
rezoning of the other two requests. 

Ms. Paez replied that would be an appropriate motion and recommendation. There 
is no guarantee that the Governing Body would go that far because they are also aware 
their opportunity for more input on this is only at the zoning level. The subdivision will 
come back to the Commission for approval and not go to the Governing Body unless 
appealed. An option could be to remove the two conditions that speak to road connectivity 
and all of condition #3, and the base course driveways. The Commission's 
recommendation could be more nuanced. 

Director Isaacson suggested rather than striking all of the conditions, possibly 
striking all of condition #3. That would speak to some of the concerns expressed and 
leave the question to the subdivision plat process, where those issues are more 
appropriately addressed. 

Commissioner Clow agreed they should keep the first condition that all three 
properties come together as one development. She also would not change the easement 
access with the homeowner and agreed striking condition #3 would be good. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2273, 4262 Agua Fria Street and 4701 & 4 702 Rufina Street, 
Commissioner Clow moved to recommend the Governing Body approve the 
amendments to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Item 13-0191, 
striking condition #2 and to strike condition #3 in its entirety. Commissioner 
Sategna seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Sategna said he would have appreciated since he made the 
suggestion, to make the motion but it is okay. He is aligned with 
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VOTE: 

Commissioner Clow. He wanted to comment, however. that while he raised 
the issue of condition #3, he was concerned about the integrity of how the 
Commission handles the cases in the future. He respects the position of 
the Governing Body on controversial cases like this when communities are 
fighting connectivity and maintaining the integrity of Chapter 14. And how 
they deal with rezoning that has conditions attached to it, where traditionally 
that is not how this would take place. 

Commissioner Sategna said he seconds Commissioner Glow's motion but 
wants to look at how to better address this in the future with the applicant 
and the community, so they are not passing along conditions going forward 
to the Governing Body. He suggested in the future considering removing 
conditions so they are pushed down to the subdivision review where they 
should be considered. 

Chair Hiatt agreed ii was a good point. He apologized for missing 
Commissioner Sategna for the motion. 

Commissioner Gutierrez asked that condition #3 be shown on the screen. 

Commissioner Clow restated the motion. Commissioner Sategna agreed 
that was his understanding of the motion. He still seconds the motion. 

The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

Chair Hiatt asked Ms. Paez if the Commission will have to make major 
changes in the Findings. 

Ms. Paez thought major changes wouldn't be needed but they do need to 
add the nuance. She suggested it might be cleanest to resubmit those at 
the next hearing. 

Chair Hiatt said unless there are objections, they could postpone the 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

Commissioner Sategna objected. He asked to work the Findings out now 
so the applicant wouldn't have to wait another month. He preferred taking 
care of it unless Ms. Paez objected that doing so would be too difficult. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2273, 4262 Agua Fria Street and 4701 & 4702 Rufina Street, 
Exhibit A 1, Commissioner Clow moved approval of Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law with the amendment that the condition of approval in 
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the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Condition #3, be stricken in 
its entirety. Commissioner Sategna seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2274, 4701 Rufina Street Aguafina Rezoning, 
Commissioner Clow moved to recommend to the Governing Body to 
approve rezoning from R3 to RS. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Sategna. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

MOTION: In #2020-2274, 4701 Rufina Street Aguafina Rezoning Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law, Commissioner Clow moved to approve as found in 
Exhibit A2. Commissioner Sategna seconded the motion. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2287, 4702 Rufina Street Aguafina Rezoning, 
Commissioner Clow moved to recommend to the Governing Body to 
approve rezoning the property from R3 to R6. The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Sategna. 

VOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

Ms. Paez pointed out the zoning is from R3 to R6 not RS. 

Commissioners Clow and Sategna both agreed and changed the motion to 
reflect rezoning to R6. 

REVOTE: The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna voting in favor and none voting 
against. 

MOTION: In Case #2020-2287, 4702 Rufina Street Aguafina Rezoning Findings of 
Fact and Conclusions of Law, Commissioner Clow moved to recommend 

Planning Commission August 20, 2020 Page24 



VOTE: 

approval to the Governing Body. Commissioner Sategna seconded the 
motion. He noted an error of an additional 7 and agrees this is Case #2287. 

The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote with Commissioners Clow, 
Garcia, Gutierrez, Lawrence and Sategna (with comment) voting in favor 
and none voting against. 

Commissioner Sategna commented that he appreciated all of the work done 
by staff and the applicant to bring this forward, and the involvement of the 
community on the issue. 

Chair Hiatt agreed and added his appreciation. He addressed Ms. Vigil and 
said this is complicated. He appreciated both she and the applicant /owners 
and staff and all those who have worked on this. And he appreciated 
everyone's comments. 

Chair Hiatt said this is been approved and will move forward with the Commission's 
recommendations. He agreed with Commissioner Sategna it would be better if they had 
an easier way to do this. He thanked them for their comments. 

Mr. Logston noted the property owner wanted to comment. 

Mr. Rudy F. Rodriguez, applicant, 701 Los Lovatos, was sworn in. He said he 
appreciated all the work that went into this and thanked Ms. Vigil, Mr. Sommer and 
everyone involved. 

Chair Hiatt thanked him for this project. 

H. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS 

Director Isaacson apologized for his camera being off during the majority of the 
meeting. He explained he had Internet issues and trouble hearing. 

Mr. Berke informed the Commission the first meeting in September was canceled 
and an email was sent to everyone. The second meeting in September has not been 
canceled but he and Director Isaacson need to discuss whether to have it. A text 
amendment might be presented at that meeting if they get it together, otherwise, 
September appears to have no cases. The text amendments should be quick if there is 
a second meeting. October will be very busy with big and controversial cases, two of 
which are Board of Adjustment cases. The Board of Adjustment has yet to meet in the 
virtual format. There will probably be two meetings in October. Also, everyone should 
have received the DRT contact list of key staff. 
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Chair Hiatt said he would have to recuse himself for one of those cases. That 
raises the question if there is any information on the appointment of a 9th member. 

Director Isaacson replied he is in the process of working with the Mayor and City 
Manager to discuss appointments to Land Use boards. They will communicate this week 
on that. 

Chair Hiatt reminded him to open the slot for a Citywide appointment. 

I. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION 

Commissioner Sategna said he also may have to recuse himself from an upcoming 
case in September or October. 

Mr. Berke told Commissioner Sategna that case did not get turned in and wouldn't 
be heard in September or October. 

Commissioner Lawrence said she was surprised to receive a paper packet, 
electronic is fine. She asked what the plan was going forward. 

Mr. Berke said it would be helpful to let him know again who preferred paper. 
Commissioners Sategna, Garcia, Lawrence and Gutierrez were okay with digital and 
Commissioners Clow and Hiatt both wanted paper. 

J. ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Hiatt adjourned the meeting at 8:40 pm. 

Submitted by: 

Melissa D. Byers, Stenographeor 
Byers Organizational Support Services 

Approved by: 

John B. Hiatt, Chair 
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Land Use Department 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

Case No's: 20-2499 & 20-2592 
Hearing Date: October 1, 2020 
Applicant: James Siebert and Associates, 

Inc. 
Request: 
Location: 
Case Mgr.: 

Zoning: 

Overlay: 

Variances. 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca 
Daniel A. Esquibel 
R-1 (Residential No City Utilities -
0.4 Dwellings per Acre with net 
lot area of 2.5 acres per single 
family dwellings) 
Suburban Archaeological 
Review District 

Pre-App. Mtg.: October 24, 2019 
ENN Mtg.: August 04, 2020 
Proposal: Two variances: 1.) Subsection 
14-7.2(8)(5) for calculation of dwellings within 
the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain (to 
eliminate the 0. 75 reduction in density from the 
calculation of density); 2.) Table 14-7.2(1) 
"Design Criteria for Street Types" (to allow 9 
dwelling units on a Lot Access Driveway). 
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Case #2020-2499. 1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca Variance to 14-7.2(8)(5). James Siebert and 
Associates, Inc., Agent, for Alton Walpole, Owner, requests a variance to Subsection 14-7.2(8)(5) 
for calculation of dwellings within the Mountainous And Difficult Terrain (to eliminate the 0.75 
reduction in density from the calculation of density). The property is approximately 5.63 acres, zoned 
R-1 (Residential - No City Utilities - 0.4 Dwellings per acre with a net lot area of 2.5 acres per single 
family dwellings), and is located within the Suburban Archaeological Review District and area 
mapped as the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. 

Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to [14 7.2(8)(611 Table 14-9.2-(1). James 
Siebert and Associates, Inc., Agent, for Alton Walpole, Owner, requests a variance to [14 7.2(B)(a)] Table 
14-9.2-(1) "Design Criteria for Street Types" to allow 9 dwelling units on a Lot Access Driveway. The 
property is approximately 5.63 acres, zoned R-1 (Residential - No City Utilities - 0.4 Dwellings per acre 
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with a net lot area of 2.5 acres per single family dwellings), and is located within the Suburban 
Archaeological Review District and area mapped as the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. 

I. RECOMMENDATION 
The Land Use Department recommends DENIAL of Case #2020-2499 "1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca 
Variance to 14-7.2(8)(5)", and DENIAL of Case #2020-2592. "1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance 
to Table 14-7.2(1)". 

Three motions will be required in the following order: 
1. Approve or deny Case #2020-2499. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to 14-7.2(8)(5), 

· subject to technical corrections of approval (Exhibit A). 
2. Approve or deny Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to Table 14-

7.2(1). 
3. Approve or deny Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case #2020-2499 and Case #2020-

2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variances presented in Exhibit B. 

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The proposal consists of two variances: 

1. SFCC Subsection 14-7.2(8)(5), for calculation of dwellings within the Mountainous and Difficult 
Terrain (to eliminate the 0. 75 reductions in density from the calculation of density); 

2. SFCC Table 14-9.2-(1) "Design Criteria for Street Types" (to allow nine dwelling units on a Lot 
Access Driveway). 

Both variances are being sought to support the approval of a future lot split at 1623 Camino Cruz 
Blanca. 

The Applicant has complied with Subsections 14-3.1 (E) "Pre-Application Conferences", 14-3.1 (F) "Early 
Neighborhood Notification Procedures" and 14-3.1 (H) "Notice Requirements". 

Staffs analysis finds that the Applicant has not satisfied Subsection 14-3.7(C) "Approval Criteria", for 
the proposed variances requested for Case #2020-2499 and Case# 2020-2592 recommends denial of 
both cases. 

Ill. BACKGROUND 
The property is located at 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca. The Tract of land was created as part of a 5-lot 
subdivision in 1977 entitled "Lands of J.W Schlepps, L. Tomas A. Walpole & P. Pinnell, Jr. Ward No. 
One" (Subdivision) and is identified as Tract Four, containing approximately 5.63 acres. The City did not 
approve the Subdivision. However, the adjacent property to the south received city approval in 1984, for 
a lot split, the adjacent east property received City approved in 1996 for a consolidation/lot line 
adjustment, and north and east property lines of Tract 4 are bounded City property. 
Tract 4 of the Subdivision today is considered a legal lot of record by adjacent lands legal status and 
shared property lines. This type of lot is identified as a legal lot of record by exclusion. 
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The property zoned R-1 (Residential - one dwelling Unit per acre) is identified on the Mountainous 
and Difficult Terrain's official mapped area. 

IV. EXISITNG CONDITIONS 
The property currently is developed with once single-family dwelling, wood deck and solar 
panels. The surrounding lands: 

T bl 1 Ad" a e uacen tP rf rooe 1es 
Direction Property Address Zoning 
North N/A (City Land) 
East NIA (City Land) R-1 (Residential - One Dwelling unit per acre if 
South 1627 Camino De Cruz Blanca connected to City utilities) 
West 1674 Camino De Cruz Blanca 

ACCESS 
The property is accessed from Camino De Cruz Blanca, a private road (GIS measurements identify 
approximately a 25' wide driving surface). Off of Camino de Cruz Blanca, the property is accessed by a 
private ingress/egress easement width is platted as 50 feet. There are eight homes currently using this 
driveway easement. The Applicant states that the road providing access to the property is between 13 to 
15 feet wide. The Applicant states that the north offshoot road is maintained, and adding an additional 
dwelling has little impact. 

The following information was derived from the City's GIS Division and Applicants submittals 
regarding Camino De Cruz Blanca: 

• Camino De Cruz Blanca extends off Camino Cabra (City Road). 
• Camino De Cruz Blanca is a private paved road approximately 40 feet in width connecting to 

Wilderness Gate (derived from the City's Arch GIS Division). 
• There is an offshoot of Camino De Cruz Blanca that extends north to the subject property. 
• The Applicant states that the access road varies in width from approximately 13 feet to 15 

feet (north offshoot). The 1977 plat referenced in Exhibit G, identifies that the access road to 
the property is a 50' wide access easement (north offshoot). 

• From Camino Cabra to the Camino De Cruz Blanca north offshoot, Camino De Cruz Blanca 
serves approximately 30 dwellings. 

• The north offshoot (to the subject property) of Camino De Cruz Blanca serves 8 dwellings. 

FIRE ACCESS 
The City Fire Department provided standard conditions, should the Planning Commission approve 
Cases No. 20-2499 and 20-2592. These conditions are listed both in Exhibit A "Technical Correction" 
and Exhibit C "ORT Comments". 

TERRAIN MANAGEMENT 
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This area of Camino de Cruz Blanca is primarily hilly and semi-rural in character. Mature tree covering 
and sloping terrain blanket the area. There are a series of natural drainage-ways that traverse the 
properties. The primary reason that this property is mapped in the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain is 
due to the fact that much of the property has natural slopes of greater than 20%. 

The Applicant provided topographic information with the site plan. The Applicant's slope analysis 
identifies meeting the definition of the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. The Applicant contends that 
the mountainous and difficult terrain is not listed as a district on the official zoning map or as an overlay 
district within Section 14-5 "Overlay Districts" and is eligible for a variance. 

UTILITIES 
City water is located in the main Camino De Cruse Blanca Road, approximately 1,500 feet away. 
City sewer is not available. Water and sewer is provided by well and septic systems. 

V. ZONING ANALYSIS 
The Mountainous and Difficult Terrain is defined as: 

"Any parcel or portion of a parcel that lies in the area labeled as mountainous and difficult teffain 
on the official zoning map and where over twenty-five percent of the square footage of the parcel 
has an existing slope of over twenty percent." 

Subsection 14-7.2(8) "Calculations of Allowable Dwelling Units" (Exhibit F) explains how the City 
calculates density( the number of dwelling units on a property) or how many lots can be created 
from a single piece of land within a zoned district. 

Calculating Density' 
The following explains the formula following Table 2 of this report. 

a = Acreage taken to two decimal places by a surveyor. 
f = Flood way acres. 
d = See Table 1 "Zoning Calculation value" 
m = Mountainous and Difficult Terrain value (.75). 

114-7 .2(6)(6): 
[l]f the result is other than a whole number, the number shall be rounded down to the nearest whole number 
except as set forth in Subsections 14-7 .2(6)(7) or (8). This is the allowable number of dwelling units for the site; 

14-7 .2(6)(7): 
[l]f the calculation is for a family transfer subdivision as set forth in Subsection 14-3.7(F)(2)(b) and the result in 
Subsection 14-7.2(6)(6) is other than a whole number, the number may be rounded up if it is five-tenths or 
more; 

14-7.2(6)(8): 
[l]f the result in Subsection 14-7.2(6)(6) is other than a whole number, the number may be rounded up if it is 
five-tenths or more; provided that the additional unit resulting from the rounding up meets the requirements of 
Santa Fe Homes Program (SFHP) set forth in Section 26-1 SFCC 1987 (Santa Fe Homes Program) or is a low­
priced dwelling unit meeting the requirements set forth in Section 26-2.3 SFCC 1987 (Requirements for Low­
Priced Dwelling Units). 
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Table 2 Zoning Calculation Value 
Status Calculation Value 

If both City Utilities (water and sewer) is 
Zoning Density value (R1 = 1, R2 = 2 etc.) 

available. 
If one City Utility (water or sewer) is 1 dwelling unit per acre (TABLE 14-7.2-1: Table of 
available. Dimensional Standards for Residential Districts [Note 151). 

If no City Utilities are available. 
0.4 dwelling units per acre (TABLE 14-7.2-1: Table of 
Dimensional Standards for Residential Districts [Note 15)). 

Density = ((a - f) x d) x m 

The density calculation for 1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca allows for one dwelling on the property: 

1.69 = ((5.63 - 0) X .4) X 0. 75 

Table 14-9.2-1 "Design Cn'teria for Street Types" (reference Exhibit F) establishes road construction and 
design corresponding to the number of dwellings accessed off the road. 

Table 3 Street Types 
Lane Lot Access Driveway 

Dwelling Units 0-300 0-8 
Minimum Right-Of-Way width 38' or42' Minimum, 
Width of Driving Lane Two 9' wide lanes One 10' lane 

VI. VARIANCE APPROVAL CRITERIA The variance process balances reasonable use of the 
Applicant's property against compliance with the letter and intent of adopted regulations. The proposal 
must be consistent with at least one of the circumstances listed in Criteria 1 a through 1 d, and must be 
consistent with all of Criteria 2 through 5. 
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Table 4 Variance Approval Criteria- Subsection 14-3.1 S(C) (Case #20-2499) 
Criterion 1: Subsection 14-3.6(C)(1) as follows: One or more of the 
following special circumstances applies: 
(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or 
structure from others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant 
provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that existed at the time of the 
adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that were 
created by natural forces or by government action for which no 
compensation was paid; or 
(b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of 
the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that was created by 
government action for which no compensation was paid; or 
(c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be 
resolved by compliance with the more restrictive provision as provided in 
Section 14-1.7; or 
(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a 
landmark, contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 
(Historic Districts). 
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The Applicant's response states that: 

• "Mr. Walpole bought the subject Jot in 1977. The ordinance adopting the standards for "Difficult 
and Mountainous Terrain" were not adopted until 1987. Mr. Walpole had the right to split his 
lot allowing for two lots on the 5. 6-acre parcel. The proof of ownership is provided by warranty 
deed and plat in Exhibit A-1." 

• "There is the issue of the cumulative impact of the . 7 5 reduction on Jots with no city water and 
city sewer where the minimum lot size is 2. 5 acres." 

Staffs Analysis: 
Regarding the first bullet point above: 
The variance standards are not a mechanism to abrogate or annul City Ordinances because changes to 
city regulations affected lost opportunities. City Ordinances are designed to address minimum standards 
to the public health, safety, and welfare of the general public and address the public interest. Cumulative 
regulations that restrict development intended to protect the public interest does not constitute a special 
circumstance. 

Regarding the second bullet point above: 
The Applicant's second response takes issue to the cumulative impacts. The Applicant identifies that 
Chapter 14 requirements prohibit the Applicant's ability to meet density to divide the property. However, 
the code changes that adjust the density to require City utilities are to regulate housing impacts and 
reduce density, where City sewer and water are not available. Additionally, regulation exists decreasing 
density in the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. Increasing density, where City utilities are not available 
in severe terrain, jeopardizes groundwater, and impacts drainage. Ordinance regulations related to zoning 
density do not constitute a special circumstance to use as a variance. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C)(1). 

Criterion 2: 
The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than 
financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the standards of 
Chapter 14. 
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The Applicant's response states that: 
"There are 5 lots in the same area served by Camino Cruz Blanc that are less than the lot size of 3.3 
acres, all of which are not served by city water or city sewer. Mr. Walpole is seeking approval of what 
has either been allowed by the city or lots that existed prior to the adoption of the area of Difficult and 
Mountainous Terrain." 

Staffs Analysis: 
Applications to develop property approved by the City under prior code regulations were vetted at that 
time. There are no ordinance provisions that allow new development applications to be retroactively 
processed using previous Ordinance rules. The Applicant's explanation for this Criterion did not address 
why it is infeasible to develop the property "in compliance with the standards". 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied this variance criterion and that it is feasible 
to build on the property without a variance. 

Criterion 3: The intensity of the development shall not exceed that which 
is allowed on other properties in the vicinity that are subject to the same 
relevant provisions of Chapter 14 

The Applicant's response states that: 

Criterion Met: 
(YES/NO) 

NO 

''There are other lots in close proximity to Mr. Walpole that are equal or lesser in size to the lots 
proposed by Mr. Walpole. The area of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain is not a zoning district nor 
an overlay district. It is clear that the minimum lot size from a zoning standpoint per Table 14-7.2-
1 is one dwelling per 2.5 acres. Mr. Walpole can comply with that requirement since he has 5.6 
acres of land and can divide them in such a way that each is a minimum of 2. 5 acres." 

Staffs Analysis: 
The intensity of development for the property is increased by one dwelling unit. Under today's regulations, 
it would not be allowed on any other Tract of land, given the same or less acreage, in the same area, and 
under the same conditions. The legal status of properties in the vicinity of the subject site is unknown or 
approved through the City process. The Applicant's explanation for criterion 14-3.6(C)(3) increases the 
intensity of development on the subject property that is not allowed on other properties in the vicinity, 
under the same conditions and city code criterion. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the variance criterion required by 14-3.6(C)(3) is not applicable. 
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Criterion 4: 
The variance is the mm1mum variance that will make possible the 
reasonable use of the land or structure. The following factors shall be 
considered: 
(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for 
a different category or lesser intensity of use; and 

(b): consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the 
purpose and intent of the articles and sections from which the variance is 
granted and with the applicable goals and policies of the general plan. 
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The Applicant's response to "4a" states that: 
"Mr. Walpole currently has his residence on the 5.6-acre lot. A lesser intensity without a variance 
would mean that he is unable to create another lot putting Mr. Walpole at a disadvantage to other 
lots created in the area that are less the 3. 3 acres required by the City." 

The Applicant's response to "4b" states that: 
"The general plan promotes infill within the urban area. The proposed lot split is in conformance 
with the mandatory density of 2.5 acres but short of the additional reduction in lot size created by 
the cumulative impact of imposing the dimensional standard of the area of Difficult and 
Mountainous Terrain." 

Staffs Analysis (4a): 
Reasonable use is not defined in Chapter 14, but it can be deduced that the zoning regulations in place 
are deemed to allow for reasonable use of ones property as they are passed by the Governing Body. The 
criterion requires the Planning Commission to find that the proposed "variance is the minimum variance 
that will make possible the reasonable use of the land or structure" using the factors of "4a" and "4b". 
While the property could be used for a different category of use (i.e. open space), this alternative would 
not be impractical. The proposed variance is a request to abrogate or annul the Mountainous and Difficult 
Terrain from the density calculation. 

Staffs Analysis (4b): 
The calculations which establish density directly affect health, safety, welfare, land use, and 
development, to protect the public interest. Density, access, safety, terrain management, water, and 
sewer are parts of the General Plan by which the standards in the Land Development Code are derived. 
It is not uncommon to comply with the minimum lot size requirements to divide property, and still not be 
able to divide property or add a second dwelling. 

An example is an R-1 district. Table 14-7.2-1: "Table of Dimensional Standards for Residential 
Districts" regulates density in an R-1 district to 1 dwelling per acre. A one-acre lot is 43,560 square feet. 
Table 14-7.2-1 also regulates minimum lot size allowing a 4,000 square foot lot. The density restriction 
of the R-1 district prohibits the development of more than one dwelling unit per acre, which prohibits the 
creations of additional lots that increase the density beyond one dwelling per acre. Therefore, Chapter 
14 would prohibit ten dwelling units or 10 (4000 square foot lots) on a one-acre lot in an R-1 district. 
When calculating density, Subsection 14-7 .2(8) "Calculations of Allowable Dwelling Units" includes 
additional factors within the formula for calculating density in residential districts. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied this variance criterion. 
Criterion 5: The variance is not contrary to the public interest; 
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The Applicant's response states that 
"At the Early Neighborhood Notice meeting the majority of owners of lots served by Camino Croz 
Blanca attended the virtual meeting. All owners attending the virtual meeting were in support of 
the variance for the lot split. There is no impact to the broader public since any additional 
construction on the property would have limited visibility from outside the immediate area of the 
properties served from Camino Cruz Blanca." 

Staff's Analysis: 
Although public interest is not defined, the public interest has been deemed the zoning regulations created 
and passed by the Governing Body. The public interest is much broader than the benefit obtained by an 
individual or the support or opposition from an Early Neighborhood Notification meeting. The granting of 
the variance may conflict with the overall public interest when the variance has the effect of abrogating or 
annulling the purpose and intent of the regulations designed to protect the public interest, which meets 
the minimum standards for health, safety, and welfare. The requested variance is a request to eliminate 
a standard designed to prevent an increase in density where there is no city water or sewer and "where 
over twenty-five percent of the square footage of the parcel has an existing slope of over twenty 
percent." A variance which affects to abrogate or annul the standards is contrary to the public interest. 
The granting of a variance is not in conjunction with the public interest. 

Staff's analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied this variance criterion. 

Table 5 Variance Approval Criteria- Subsection 14-3.16(C) (Case No. 20-2592) 

Criterion 1: Subsection 14-3.6(C)(1) as follows: One or more of the 
following special circumstances applies: 
(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or 
structure from others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant 
provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that existed at the time of the 
adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that were 
created by natural forces or by government action for which no 
compensation was paid; or 
(b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of 
the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that was created by 
government action for which no compensation was paid; or 
(c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be 
resolved by compliance with the more restrictive provision as provided in 
Section 14-1.7; or 
(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a 
landmark, contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 
(Historic Districts). 
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The Applicant's response states that: 

• "Camino Cruz Blanca has existed since 1970 's. It is a narrow road due principally to the rocky 
nature of the area and the desire to disturb no more than was necessary to protect the natural 
vegetation of the area. The city has recognized these lots as legal lots of record by the 
authorization of building permits. The developed road width varies from 13-15 feet. There were 
few standards at the time that the lots were created, and the private road was constructed. 
Section 14-9.2-1 of the City Code does allow up to eight homes on a roadway of this width. 
Discussions with the Fire Marshal have indicated that a ninth home seNed by this road would 
be acceptable. The final decision on this matter awaits the Fire Marshal review. Under the 
International Fire Code, the Fire Marshal has the discretion to allow homes on a roadway of 
less than 20 feet." 

Staffs Analysis: 
New developments are required to ameliorate impacts and remedy existing deficiencies to meet the 
minimum standards for health, safety, and welfare. The Applicant is requesting this variance for a future 
proposed land division. Chapter 14 design standards for a road, providing access to nine dwelling units, 
require constructing a lane. The existing road is built, within a 50' wide access easement, as shown on a 
plat of survey (Exhibit G). The special circumstances presented by the Applicant is the age of the 
easement, driving surface, rocky nature of the area, and a desire to preserve existing vegetation. While 
natural topography can qualify as a special circumstance for Criterion 14-3.6(C)(1)(a), there were not any 
submittals to establish that the road cannot be developed in compliance with Chapter 14. Neither the age 
of the easement, driving surface, or the desire to preserve the existing vegetation addresses the criterion 
as a special circumstance that distinguishes the land or structure from others in the vicinity. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C)(1 ). 
Criterion 2: 
The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than 
financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the standards of 
Chapter 14. 
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The Applicant's response states that: 
"The road cross section for 9 lots would be a 42-foot easement or right-of way with two travel lanes of 
9 feet, curb and gutter on each side of two feet, a 5-foot planter strip and a 5-foot sidewalk. The 
Planning Commission is granted the discretion by the City Code to allow for other types of road based 
the local circumstance. "The arrangement of streets in a development shall: (b) "conform to a plan for 
the neighborhood approved by the planning commission to meet a particular situation where 
topographic or other conditions make continuance of or conformance to existing streets 
impracticable." In this case the plan for the neighborhood is the covenants that have been adopted for 
the area." 

Staff's Analysis: 
The Criterion of 14-3.6(C)(2), requiring a finding where a "special circumstances make it infeasible, for 
reasons other than financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 
14."The Applicant states that the Planning Commission has the discretion and the neighborhood 
covenants establish a neighborhood plan. Nothing within the Applicant explanation for Criterion of 14-
3.6(C)(2) addresses why it is infeasible to develop the property in compliance with the standards. 

Staff's analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C)(2). 

Criterion 3: The intensity of the development shall not exceed that which 
is allowed on other properties in the vicinity that are subject to the same 
relevant provisions of Chapter 14 

The Applicant's response states that: 

Criterion Met: 
(YES/NO) 

NO 

"Other properties in the area are already smaller is size than what is proposed by Mr. Walpole." 

Staff's Analysis: 
The Applicant did not address the criterion relative to the variance request. The request is to add an 
additional dwelling to a local access drive that would otherwise require an upgrade to a lane. The size of 
other properties in the area does not address the development's intensity on the road or the area or why 
the standard should be waived or varied. The request is to increase the dwelling threshold standards 
associated with a lot access drive. The request ultimately eliminates an upgrade to a lane standard by 
increasing the number of dwellings on a lot access drive. Under today's regulations, decreasing road 
standards baring variances with special circumstances would not be allowed under the same conditions. 
The legal status of other properties in the vicinity is unknown or was approved under city review at the 
time of approval. The Applicant's explanation for criterion 14-3.6(C)(3) compares the lot sizes of other 
properties relative to the applicants but does not discuss the intensity of development relative to the road. 

Staff's analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C)(3). 
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Criterion 4: 
The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the 
reasonable use of the land or structure. The following factors shall be 
considered: 
(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for 
a different category or lesser intensity of use; and 

(b): consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the 
purpose and intent of the articles and sections from which the variance is 
granted and with the applicable goals and policies of the general plan. 

The Applicant's response to "4a" states that: 

Criterion Met: 
(YES/NO) 

NO 

"The property can remain in its current state but there is a certain injustice created by the fact that 
other subdivisions have taken place where lots are smaller than proposed by Mr. Walton." 

The Applicant's response to "4b" states that: 
"The Planning Commission is granted the authority by Code to allow for roads that are more 
representative of the development pattern in the existing neighborhood. This is certainly the case 
where this private road has existed since the 1970 's. The general plan does state that the 
character of the sut10unding neighborhood should be recognized when considering new 
development." 

Staff's Analysis (4a): 
Reasonable use is not defined in Chapter 14, but it can be deduced that the zoning regulations in place 
are deemed to allow for reasonable use of one's property. The criterion requires the Planning Commission 
to find that the proposed "variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of 
the land or structure" using the factors of "4a" and "4b". While the land could be used for a different 
category of use or lesser intensity of use (i.e., open space), this alternative would not be practical since it 
is developed for residential access. The Applicant did not address the criteria discussing a variance to 
road standards, but a comparison to other properties relative to the Applicant's property. 

Staff's Analysis (4b): 
The Applicant did not address the criterion. The authority of the Planning Commission is regulated by the 
findings established within the parameters of Chapter 14. Nothing within the variance criteria provides for 
arbitrary decisions. The General Plan is a Resolution and supports Chapter 14 "Land Development Code." 
The Standards of Chapter 14 are designed to mitigate impacts to the surrounding area for project 
development in existing and new neighborhoods. The Applicant's statement does not address 14-
3.6(C){4)(b). 

Staff's analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C){4). 
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Criterion 5: The variance is not contrary to the public interest; 

The Applicant's response states that 

Criterion Met: 
(YES/NO) 

NO 

"At the ENN the neighbors and residents of the larger subdivision were universally in support of 
the Jot split. There is no adverse impact on the large interpretation of public interest." 

Staffs Analysis: 
Although public interest is not defined, the public interest has been deemed the regulations created and 
passed by the Governing Body. The public interest is much broader than the benefit obtained by an 
individual or the support or opposition from an Early Neighborhood Notification meeting. The granting of 
the variance may conflict with the overall public interest when the variance is inconsistent with findings 
required to grant a variance. The granting of a variance must be consistent with at least one of the 
circumstances listed in Criteria 1a through 1d and must be consistent with all of Criteria 2 through 5. The 
Applicant did not establish the necessary findings that warrant an easing or variance. The granting of a 
variance is not in conjunction with the public interest. Rather, only the recipient of the variance is 
benefitted. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 14-
3.6(C)(5). 

VII. EARLY NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION 
The Applicant conducted a virtual ENN meeting using "Zoom" on August 04, 2020 at 5:30. Several 
members of the public were in attendance. There no concerns raised by attendees. 

VIII. EXPIRATION 
The expiration date for a variance is listed in Subsection 14-3.19(8) "Expiration of Development 
Approvals". Variances shall expire three years after final action unless actual development of the site or 
offsite improvements has begun and is continued pursuant to Subsection 14-3.19(6)(6)." 

Should the Planning Commission approve the variances and adopt all the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law, the expiration date would be October 1, 2023. 

IX. EXHIBITS: 

EXHIBIT A: Technical Conditions 

EXHIBIT B: Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

EXHIBIT C: Development Review Team (DRT) 
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1) City Subdivision Engineer (Terrain Management), Dee Beingessner 
2) Fire Department, Geronimo Griego 
3) Traffic Division, John Romero 

EXHIBIT D: Early Neighborhood Notification 
1) Guidelines 
2) ENN Notes 

EXHIBIT E: Maps and Photos 
1) Current Zoning Map 
2) Aerial Photo 

EXHIBIT F: Code Material 
1) Subsection 14-7.2(8) "Calculations of Allowable Dwelling Units 
2) Table 14-9.2-1 "Design Criteria for Street Types" 

EXHIBIT G: Applicant Material 
1) Application 
2) 1977 plat 

APPROVED AS TO FORM· 
Title 
Planning and Land Use Director 
Land Use Planner Manager 
Land Use Planner Senior 
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Elias Isaacson, AICP 
Noah Berke, AICP, CFM 
Dan Esquibel 

Initials 
ESI 
NLB 
DAE 
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EXHIBIT A 
Technical Corrections 

Case #2020-2499 and 2020-2597 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca Variances 

Technical Corrections of approval 

Fire apparatus access shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet exclusive of 
shoulders and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches (I FC 2009 
Section 503.2.1) 

Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as per IFC, or an emergency 
turn-around that meets the IFC requirements shall be provided. (Appendix D Table D103.4) 

Shall comply with table D103.4 Requirements for Dead-End Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 

Fire Department shall have 150 feet distance to any portion of the building on any new 
construction. (IFC 2009 section 503.1.1) 

507.5 Fire hydrant systems. Fire hydrant systems shall comply with Sections 507.5.1 through 
507.5.6. 507.5.1 Where required. Where a portion of the facility or building hereafter 
constructed or moved into or within the jurisdiction is more than 400 feet (122 m) from a 
hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured by an approved route around the 
exterior of the facility or building. 

Shall have water supply that meets fire flow requirements as per IFC (Appendix B) 

Shall comply with Section D102.1 Access and Loading (75,000 lbs). 

Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as per IFC, or an emergency 
turn-around that meets the IFC requirements shall be provided. (Appendix D Table D103.4) 

Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.5 Fire apparatus access road gates. 

Shall comply with IFC 2009, Appendix D, Aerial Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 

Shall meet the IFC code requirements 2009 edition or the most current edition the governing 
body has adopted at the time of permitting. 

20-2499 and 20-2592. 1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca Variances 
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Department To be completed 
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Fire Division At the time of any 
new construction or 
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Case #2020-2499 

City of Santa Fe 
Planning Commission 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca; Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) (density) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca; Variance to SFCC Table 14-7.2(1) (street design) 

Owner's/Applicant's Name - Alton Walpole 
Agent's Name - James Siebert and Associates, Inc. 

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission (Commission) for hearing on October 1, 
2020, upon the applications (Applications) of James Siebert and Associates, Inc., as agent for 
Alton Walpole (Applicant). The Applications pertain to 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca, totaling 
approximately 5.63 acres (Property). The Property is wned R-1. 

The Applicant requests two variances from the Santa Fe City Code (SFCC) as follows: (I) a 
variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5), which requires a 0.75 reduction in density for a parcel that 
lies within mountainous and difficult terrain and where 25% or more of the parcel has a natural 
slope greater than 20%; and (2) a variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1, which provides that a lot 
access driveway may serve a maximum of 8 dwelling units. 

After conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons, the 
Commission hereby FINDS, as follows: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

General 

I. At the hearing, the Commission received reports from staff, testimony and evidence from the 
Applicant, and testimony offered by any interested members of the public. 

2. The SFCC Section 14-3.1 sets out certain procedures to be followed on the Application, 
including, without limitation, (a) a pre-application conference [SFCC Section 14-3.l(E)]; (b) 
an Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting [SFCC Section 14-3.l(F)(2)(vii)]; and 
(c) compliance with notice and public hearing requirements [SFCC Section 14-3.l(H)-(l)]. 

3. A pre-application conference was held on October 24, 2019 in accordance with SFCC Section 
14-3.l(E). 

4. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.l(H)(l), notice of the ENN meeting was properly given. 
5. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.l(F), a virtual ENN meeting was conducted on August 4, 

2020 using "Zoom". The ENN meeting was attended by a representative of the Applicant, one 
member of City staff, and eight neighbors, who raised no concerns. 

6. Pursuant to the SFCC Section 14-3.16(A), "[!]and use boards may approve variances to the 
provisions of Chapter 14 ... regulating the size, location and appearance of structures." 

7. Pursuant to SFCC Sections 14-2.3(C)(3) and 14-3.16(A), the Commission has the authority 
to review and approve or disapprove variances. 



Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

8. City staff reviewed the Applications and related materials and information submitted by the 
Applicant for conformity with applicable SFCC requirements and provided the Commission 
with a written report of its findings (Staff Report), which evaluates the factors relevant to the 
Application. 

9. Staff recommended that the Commission deny the variances requested in both Applications. 
I 0. SFCC Section l 4-3. l 6(B) sets out procedures for variance applications and requires the 

Commission to hold a public hearing and approve, approve with conditions, or deny the 
variance aplication. 

11. SFCC Section l 4-3. l 6(C) sets out approval criteria and requires the Commission to make 
complete findings of fact sufficient to show that these criteria have been met before granting 
a variance. 

Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5} 

12. SFCC Section 14-12.1 defines "density" as "[t]he extent of development per unit of area. In 
residential areas or development projects, density is typically expressed in dwelling units per 
acre." 

13. SFCC Section 14-7.2(A)-(B) and SFCC Table 14-7.2-1 set forth the manner for calculating 
allowable density, specifically, the maximum number of dwelling units per acre. 

14. Under SFCC Table 14-7.2-1 (Table of Dimensional Standards for Residential Districts), Note 
15, the "maximum gross density in districts that permit residential use is 0.4 dwelling units 
per acre if neither public sewer or water is provided, and one dwelling unit per acre if either 
public sewer or water is provided." 

15. The Property lacks public sewer and public water. 
16. SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) provides that when calculating allowable density, the allowable 

density for a parcel should be reduced by 0.75 if the parcel lies within mountainous and 
difficult terrain and if25% or more of the parcel has a natural slope greater than 20%. 

17. SFCC Section 14-12.1 defines "mountainous and difficult terrain" as "[a]ny parcel or portion 
of a parcel that lies in the area labeled as mountainous and difficult terrain on the official 
zoning map and where over twenty-five percent of the square footage of the parcel has an 
existing slope of over twenty percent." 

18. The Property that meets the SFCC definition of mountain and difficult terrain and falls within 
the mapped area identified as mountainous and difficult terrain. 

19. Under SFCC Section l 4-7.2(B)(8), when calculating density, "if the result is other than a 
whole number, the number shall be rounded down to the nearest whole number .... This is 
the allowable number of dwelling units for the site." 

20. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-7.2(A)-(B) and SFCC Table 14-7.2-1, the density calculation 
for allowable dwelling units on the Property equals 1.69 dwelling units on approximately 5.63 
acres, which must be rounded down to 1 dwelling unit. 

21. In the Application, the Applicant asks the Commission to grant a variance to SFCC Section 
14-7.2(B)(5) to eliminate the 0.75 reduction in density from the calculation of allowable 
dwelling units on the Property. 

22. Approval of the Applicant's proposed variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) would yield a 
density calculation of2.25 allowable dwelling units on approximately 5.63 acres, which must 
be rounded down to 2 dwelling units. 

2 



Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca - Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

23. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(l)(a), the Commission finds that there are no unusual 
physical characteristics distinguish the Property from others in the vicinity that are subject to 
the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

24. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(J)(b), the Commission finds that the Property is not a 
legal nonconforming lot because the Property currently conforms to the maximum allowable 
density set forth in the SFCC. 

25. Pursuantto SFCC Section I 4-3. l 6(C)(l )( c ), the Commission finds that there is not an inherent 
conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by compliance with the more 
restrictive provision. 

26. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(l)(d), the Commission finds that the Property has not 
been designated as a landmark, contributing, or significant property. 

27. The Commission finds that the Applicant has failed to meet the criterion set forth in SFCC 
Section 14-3.16(C)(l). 

28. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(2), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that special circumstances make it infeasible to develop the property in 
compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. The Property has already been developed in 
accordance with the standards of Chapter 14. 

29. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(3), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that granting the variance would not increase the intensity of development 
beyond that which allowed on other properties in the vicinity. Granting the variance would 
increase the intensity of development by one dwelling unit. Under today's regulations, the 
density increase would not be allowed on any other tract of land in the same vicinity that is 
within mountainous and difficult terrain and lacks public sewer and water. 

30. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(4), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that this is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use 
of the land. The Property already contains the maximum number of dwelling units permitted 
by the SFCC, which constitutes a reasonable use. The remainder of the Property can be used 
for a different category of use (i.e. open space). The density provisions in the SFCC are based 
on provisions of the General Plan that are intended to protect health, safety, and welfare. The 
ability to subdivide land in compliance with minimum lot size requirements does not entitle 
a property owner to create more dwelling units than would otherwise be permitted by the 
SFCC. 

31. Pursuant to SFCC Section I 4-3.16(C)(5), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that the variance would not be contrary to the public interest. The requested 
variance would eliminate a standard designed to protect the public interest by limiting density 
in areas "where over twenty-five percent of the square footage of the parcel has an existing 
slope of over twenty percent." This limitation serves the public interest by preventing 
drainage and erosion problems. 

32. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(6), the Commission finds that there are no additional 
requirements, or supplemental or special findings required by other provisions of Chapter 14. 
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Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

33. SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 (Design Criteria for Street Types) provides that a lot access driveway 
may be used to serve a maximum of8 dwelling units, carries "minimum" average daily traffic, 
contains I auto lane, and is a minimum of 10 feet wide. 

34. The existing access road provides access to 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca serves 8 dwelling 
units, has a dirt driving surface, and is between 13 and 15 feet wide. 

35. The existing access road is located on a SO-foot-wide access easement. 
36. In the Application, the Applicant asks the Commission to grant a variance to SFCC Table 14-

9 .2-1 to allow the existing lot access driveway to serve 9 dwelling units. 
37. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(I)(a), the Commission finds that there are no unusual 

physical characteristics distinguish the Property from others in the vicinity that are subject to 
the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

38. Pursuant to SFCC Section I4-3.16(C)(l)(b), the Commission finds that the existing access 
road is not a legal nonconforming road because the road currently conforms to the design 
standards for a lot access driveway. 

39. Pursuant to SFCC Section l 4-3.16(C)(l )( c ), the Commission finds that there is not an inherent 
conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by compliance with the more 
restrictive provision. 

40. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(l)(d), the Commission finds that the Property has not 
been designated as a landmark, contributing, or significant property. 

41. The Commission finds that the Applicant has failed to meet the criterion set forth in SFCC 
Section 14-3.16(C)(l). 

42. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(2), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that special circumstances make it infeasible to develop the property in 
compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. The existing access roads meets existing design 
criteria in Chapter 14 for a lot access driveway, and the Property has already been developed 
at the density permitted by the SFCC. 

43. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(3), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that granting the variance would not increase the intensity of development 
beyond that which allowed on other properties in the vicinity. Granting the variance would 
increase use of the existing access road by one dwelling unit. Under today's regulations, this 
increased capacity would not be allowed for any other tract of land that uses the existing 
access road. 

44. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3. l 6(C)( 4 ), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that this is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use 
of the land. The Property currently has access via a lot access driveway that meets the design 
criteria in the SFCC, and the Property already contains the maximum number of dwelling 
units permitted by the SFCC. 

45. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(5), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that the variance would not be contrary to the public interest. The street design 
criteria were adopted to further the public interest. Granting the variance would increase the 
number of dwelling units and average daily traffic beyond what the SFCC permits for a lot 
access driveway and would benefit only the Applicant. 
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Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca - Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

46. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(6), the Commission finds that there are no additional 
requirements, or supplemental or special findings required by other provisions of Chapter 14. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted at the hearing, the 
Commission CONCLUDES as follows: 

General 

I. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.1, all procedures regarding the pre-application conference, 
ENN meeting, notice, and public hearing requirements have been followed. 

2. The Commission has the power and authority at law and under the Code to review the 
requested variances and to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the Applications. 

Variances to SFCC Section 14-7.2(8)(5) 

3. The Property is allowed to have a maximum gross density of .4 dwelling units per acre 
because the Property lacks public sewer and public water. 

4. The Property is subject to an additional 0.75 reduction in maximum allowable density 
because the Property is located within mountainous and difficult terrain. 

5. The variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(8)(5) should not be granted because the Applicant 
has failed to meet all of the approval criteria for the variance. 

Variances to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

6. The existing access road meets the design criteria for a lot access driveway. 
7. The variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 should not be granted because the Applicant has 

failed to meet all of the approval criteria for the variance. 

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE 1st DAY OF OCTOBER 2020 BY THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE: 

Considering the foregoing findings and conclusions, the Commission denies the variance to SFCC 
Section 14-7.2(8)(5), as requested in Case #2020-2499; and the Commission denies the variance 
to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1, as requested in Case #2020-2592. 

John 8. Hiatt 
Chairperson 
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Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca - Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

FILED: 

Yolanda Y. Vigil 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Date 

October 1, 2020 
Sally A. Paez Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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RE: Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to [14-7.2(8)(5)] Table 
14-9.2-(1). 

ROMERO, JOHN J <jjromero1@santafenm.gov> 
Wed 9/16/2020 2:42 PM 

To: ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A <daesquibel@santafenm.gov> 

Hi Dan, 

I have no comment. 

-jjr 

From: ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A.<daesquibel@santafenm.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 2:20 PM 
To: ROMERO, JOHN J <jjromero1@santafenm.gov> 

Subject: Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to (14-7.2(8)(5)] Table 14-9.2-(1). 

Please comment: 
Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to [14 7.2(B)(S)] Table 14-9.2-(1 ). 

Dan Esquibel 
Planner Senior 
Land Use Dept., Current Planning Division 
Office: 505-955-6587 

Email: daesguibel@santafenm.gov 

9/17/2020, 02:24 PM 



Date: 09/22/2020 

Development Review Team 

Comment Form 

Staff person: Geronimo Griego 

Dept/Div: Fire Prevention 

Case: 2020-2499 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca Variances 

Case Mgr: Dan Esquibel 

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicable 
standards if the following are met: 

Conditions of Approval: 
by: 

Technical Corrections•: 

1. Fire apparatus access shall have an unobstructed width of not 
less than 20 feet exclusive of shoulders and an unobstructed 
vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches (IFC 2009 
Section 503.2.1) 

2. Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as 
per IFC, or an emergency tum-around that meets the IFC 
requirements shall be provided. (Appendix D Table Dl03.4) 

3. Shall comply with table Dl03.4 Requirements for Dead-End 
Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 

4. Fire Department shall have 150 feet distance to any portion of 
the building on any new construction. (IFC 2009 section 
503.1.1) 

5. 507.5 Fire hydrant systems. Fire hydrant systems shall 
comply with Sections 507.5.1 through 507.5.6. 
507.5.1 Where required. Where a portion of the facility or 
building hereafter constructed or moved into or within the 
jurisdiction is more than 400 feet (122 m) from a hydrant on a 
fire apparatus access road, as measured by an approved route 
around the exterior of the facility or building. 

6. Shall have water supply that meets fire flow requirements as 
per IFC (Annendix B) 

Must be completed 

I 
Prior t? ~Janning 

_ comm1ss10n. 

Must be completed by: 

At the time of any 
new construction 
or remodel. 



7. Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.2 Grade. Fire 
apparatus access roads shall not exceed IO percent in grade. 

8. Shall comply with Section D102.1 Access and Loading 
(75,000 lbs). 

9. Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as 
per IFC, or an emergency tum-around that meets the IFC 
requirements shall be provided. (Appendix D Table D103.4) 

10. Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.5 Fire apparatus 
access road gates. 

11. Shall comply with IFC 2009, Appendix D, Aerial Fire 
Apparatus Access Roads. 

12. Shall meet the IFC code requirements 2009 edition or the 
most current edition the governing body has adopted at the 
time of permitting. 

*Must made prior to recording and/or permit issuance 



:."jrefox 

of! 

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkADk3OD12ZlYxLT ... 

Case #2020-2499. 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca Variances & Case 2020-2494. 113 
Washington Avenue Variance 

BEINGESSNER, DEE <dabeingessner@santafenm.gov> 
Thu 8/27/2020 10:01 PM 

To: ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. <daesquibel@santafenm.gov> 

Dan, 
I had no comments for the two subject cases. 

Dee 

8/28/2020, 08:33 AM 
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I 

ENN GUIDELINES 

Applicant Information 

Project Name: 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca Variance of Chapter 14-7.2(8)5) Mountainous & Difficult Terrain 
Alton (CIO James W. Siebert & 

Name: Walpole Assoc. 

Address: 

Last 

1623 Camino Cruz Blanca 
Street Address 

Santa Fe 
City 

First 

Phone: ...,__.Ll.ec9-=-8-=-3-5=5-=-88=--------- E-mail Address: 

M.I. 

SuiteAJnit # 

NM 
state 

jim@jwsiebert.com 

87505 
ZIP Code 

Please address each of the criteria below. Each criterion is based on the Early Neighborhood Notfflcation 
(ENN) guidelines for meetings, and can be found In Section 14-3.1(F)(5) SFCC 2001, as amended, of the Santa 
Fe City Code. A short narrative should address each criterion (if applicable) in order to facilitate discussion of 
the project at the ENN meeting. These guidelines should be submitted with the application for an ENN meeting 
to enable staff enough time to distribute to the interested parties. For additional detail about the criteria, 
consult the Land Development Code. 

(a) EFFECT ON CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOODS For example: 
number of stories, average setbacks, mass and scale, landscaping, lighting, access to public places, open 
spaces and trails. 

This area of Santa Fe is an area of low density residential development. At 2.81 acres per lot for the two lots the lot sizes are 
not too dissimilar to the lot sizes in the area. The houses tend to be larger in this forested area of Santa Fe and neither Mr. 
Walpole's house nor the house that is proposed on the additional lot that is requested will be as large as some of the existing 
houses in the area. This is the area of Santa Fe that is heavily forested with Pine Trees. The area for landscape is 
minimized since the preservation of the existing vegetation minimizes the need to supplement the property with non-native 
species. The Santa Fe National Forest adjoins this property on the west side serving as a natural buffer from other 
residences. 

(b) EFFECT ON PROTECTION OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT For example: trees, open space, rivers, 
arroyos, floodplains, rock outcroppings, escarpments, trash generation, fire risk, hazardous materials, 
easements, etc. 

There is an area that is suitable for the construction of an additional dwelling that satisfies city terrain management 
regulations. That area does not have a flood plain, rock outcroppings and is not located within an escarpment and has limited 
visibility from other view sheds areas of Santa Fe. There are no hazardous materials on the site and the threat of forest fires 
is always a concern for this area of Santa Fe. There is an easement that was granted by the Walpole's to allow a neighbor to 
construct a leach field on his property since his property is flatter and has better soils for leach fields than his neighbor. 

(c) IMPACTS ON ANY PREHISTORIC, HISTORIC, ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR CULTURAL SITES OR 
STRUCTURES, INCLUDING ACEQUIAS AND THE HISTORIC DOWNTOWN For example: the project's 
compatibility with historic or cultural sites located on the property where the project is proposed. 

Although an archaeological study is not required it is an unlikely area for early Indian habitation since there is no 
continuous supply of water for this area. The property is located at a considerable distance from other historical of 
cultural sites. There are no acequias on or near the property. 

I 



ENN Questionnaire 
Page 2 of3 

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING DENSITY AND LAND USE WITHIN THE SURROUNDING AREA AND WITH 
LAND USES AND DENSITIES PROPOSED BY THE CITY GENERAL PLAN For example: how are existing City 
Code requirements for annexation and rezoning, the Historic Districts, and the General Plan and other 
policies being met. 

The existing densities are exceptionally low in this area of Santa Fe. The densities are limited by the lack of city water and 
sewer. The extension of city water and sewer would be extremely difficult due to the amount of rock that would have to be 
excavated to construct water and sewer to the homes sites, many of which are several hundred feet off the access road. This 
area was part of the original Santa Fe Grant zoned in the 1950's at the lowest residential density due to difficult terrain 
conditions. The subject lot is not included in the Historic District. The City General Plan recommends low density 
development for this area of Santa Fe. 

(e) EFFECTS ON PARKING, TRAFFIC PATTERNS, CONGESTION, PEDESTRIAN SAFETY, IMPACTS OF THE 
PROJECT ON THE FLOW OF PEDESTRIAN OR VEHICULAR TRAFFIC AND PROVISION OF ACCESS FOR 
THE DISABLED, CHILDREN, LOW-INCOME AND ELDERLY TO SERVICES For example: increased access to 
public transportation, alternate transportation modes, traffic mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts, 
pedestrian access to destinations and new or improved pedestrian trails. 

The traffic for this area is limited since few people live on the private road that serves this house and a limited number of 
houses in the area. The larger lots reduce the number of dwellings. Traffic congestion is not a problem for this area of Santa 
Fe. Given the steepness of the area the disabled would have a difficult time accessing the dwelling or generally walking in 
the area. 

(f) IMPACT ON THE ECONOMIC BASE OF SANTA FE For example: availability of jobs to Santa Fe residents; 
market impacts on local businesses; and how the project supports economic development efforts to 
improve living standards of neighborhoods and their businesses. 

The construction of another dwelling will provide a limited number of jobs. An additional home would create a demand 
for a variety of services and food and supply purchases. 

(g) EFFECT ON THE AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND AVAILABILITY OF HOUSING CHOICES FOR 
ALL SANTA FE RESIDENTS For example: creation, retention, or improvement of affordable housing; how the 
project contributes to serving different ages, incomes, and family sizes; the creation or retention of affordable 
business space. 

Affordable housing is not proposed since this is a lot split and is not subject to affordable housing. Given the location and 
current housing market it is assumed that the house to be constructed on the future lot will be occupied by a family without 
children. This property is zoned residential and businesses be they, high end or affordable are not allowed in this area. 

(h) EFFECT UPON PUBLIC SERVICES SUCH AS FIRE, POLICE PROTECTION, SCHOOL SERVICES AND OTHER 
PUBLIC SERVICES OR INFRASTRUCTURE ELEMENTS SUCH AS WATER, POWER, SEWER, COMMUNICATIONS, 
BUS SYSTEMS, COMMUTER OR OTHER SERVICES OR FACILITIES For example: whether or how the project 
maximizes the efficient use or improvement of existing infrastructure; and whether the project will contribute to the 
improvement of existing public infrastructure and services. 

No new city utility service is required for this lot split. The new house will have to install a new well and septic tank and leach 
field. Water and sewer service is independent of the need to extend those utilities to the house. Bus service is at a 
considerable distance from the house and it is unlikely thatit would be used by the residents of the new lot.. Electrical power 
and communication facilities are currently available to the existina lot and will also be available to the new residence. 



ENN Questionnaire 
Page 3 of3 

(i) IMPACTS UPON WATER SUPPLY, AVAILABILITY AND CONSERVATION METHODS For example: 
conservation and mitigation measures; efficient use of distribution lines and resources; effect of 
construction or use of the project on water quality and supplies. 

The new lot will have to comply with water offset requirements that specify .25 acre feet of water to be delivered to the 
city through the purchase of water offsets available either from the city or private parties. Conservation measures are 
now mandated by the City, State and Federal codes. Those codes are enforced as part of the building permit review at 
the time a permit for construction is submitted to the city. 

(j) EFFECT ON THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR COMMUNITY INTEGRATION AND SOCIAL BALANCE THROUGH MIXED 
LAND USE, PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN, AND LINKAGES AMONG NEIGHBORHOODS AND RECREATIONAL 
ACTIVITY AND EMPLOYMENT CENTERS For example: how the project improves opportunities for community 
integration and balance through mixed land uses, neighborhood centers and/or pedestrian-oriented design. 

This is a part of the city that is isolated from the rest of the community. The ability to have integration and social balance is 
limited by the low density and distance from community facilities that exist for this area of Santa Fe. The closest major 
institution to this property is St Johns College where there is some possible interaction created by the schools programs to 
encourage interaction between older residents and the discussion of a variety of reading materials. 

(k) EFFECT ON SANTA FE'S URBAN FORM For example: how are policies of the existing City General Plan being 
met? Does the project promote a compact urban form through appropriate infill development? Discuss the project's 
effect on intra-city travel and between employment and residential centers. 

This is an infill project in the sense that the surrounding area is largely developed. It does not promote a compact urban form 
and was never designed to do so given the terrain in the area and proximity to the National Forest. The typical homeowner 
for the area is either retired or semi-retired and works from home. Travel to employment centers would be limited since the 
likely resident for the new lot would be retired or semi-retired. 

(I) ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (optional) 



Project Name 

Project Location 

Project Description 

Applicant I Owner 

Agent 

Pre-App Meeting 
Date 

ENN Meeting Date 

ENN Meeting 
Location 

Application Type 

Land Use Staff 

Other Staff 

Attendance 

Notes/Comments: 

City of Santa Fe 
Land Use Department 
Early Neighborhood Notification Meeting Notes 

I ENN: 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca 

I 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca 

Proposed variance to Chapter 14-7.2(8)(5), calculations of dwelling within 
the mountainous and difficult terrain, and variance to 14-9.2.SE/Table 14-
.9.2-1 to allow nine homes on a driveway where the construction of a 
Lane is reauired. 

I Alton Walpole 

I James Siebert and Associates, Inc. 

I October 24, 2019 

I August 04, 2020 

I Virtual meeting via Zoom 

ENN 

I Dan Esquibel 

None 

8 

The Applicant conducted an a virtual ENN meeting via Zoom on August 04, 2020. There were 
8 people attended the virtual meeting, not including the Applicants and the Applicant's Agent. 
The Applicant's agent explained the variance requests and answered a few questions. There 
were no concerns or opposition raised. 
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Referenced Code Sections 



14-7.-2(8) Calculation of Allowable Dwelling Units 

(A) Prior to any development approval, the maximum allowable number of dwelling units shall be 

calculated for the site as a whole as follows: 
(1) determine the total number of acres in the site to two decimal places, as certified by a 

professional land surveyor or professional engineer and 

(2) determine the total flood way acres in the site to two decimal places, as certified by a 

professional land surveyor or professional engineer and 

(3) subtract the sum of the flood way acres calculated in Subsection 14-7.2(8)(2) from the total 

number of acres of the site calculated in Subsection 14-7.2(8)(1); 

(4) multiply the remaining acres by the applicable gross density factor of the district as shown in 

Table 14-7.2-1; 

(5) for a parcel, any portion of which lies in the area labeled as mountainous and difficult terrain 

on Exhibit "I" following Chapter 14 and where twenty-five percent or more of the parcel has 

a natural slope greater than twenty percent, multiply the result calculated in Subsection 14-

7.2(8)(4) by 0.75; 

(6) if the result is other than a whole number, the number shall be rounded down to the nearest 
whole number except as set forth in Subsections 14-7.2(8)(7) or (8). This is the allowable 

number of dwelling units for the site; 
(7) if the calculation is for a family transfer subdivision as set forth in Subsection 14-3.7(F)(2)(b) 

and the result in Subsection 14-7.2(8)(6) is other than a whole number, the number may be 

rounded up if it is five-tenths or more; 

(8) if the result in Subsection 14-7.2(8)(6) is other than a whole number, the number may be 

rounded up if it is five-tenths or more; provided that the additional unit resulting from the 

rounding up meets the requirements of Santa Fe Homes Program (SFHP) set forth in Section 

26-1 SFCC 1987 (Santa Fe Homes Program) or is a low-priced dwelling unit meeting the 

requirements set forth in Section 26-2.3 SFCC 1987 (Requirements for Low-Priced Dwelling 

Units); 
(9) SFHP development incentives pursuant to Section 14-8.ll(G) may increase the maximum 

number of dwelling units allowed on any site; however, if a development plan has been 

approved, in no case shall more dwelling units be constructed than described on the approved 

development plan. 
(l0)The minimum net lot area requirement for single-family dwellings shall be as established in 

Subsection 14-7.1(8)(1), Table 14-7.2-1 and Subsection 14-7.2(C); however, the number of 

dwelling units , and the number of lots occupied by single-family dwellings in a residential 

subdivision shall not exceed the number provided by this Subsection 14-7.2(8). (Ord. No. 

2014-31 § 22) 

(ll)The allowable number of dwelling units shall not be exceeded for the site as a whole, 

regardless of subdivisions or lot splits. In the event of subdivision, including lot split, the 

allowed number of dwelling units shall be allocated among all resulting parcels so that no 

parcel exceeds the allowable number of units for that parcel calculated separately and the 

total number of units on all parcels shall not exceed that of the original site as a whole. A note 

shall be placed on the plat or development plan prior to recording the first and each 

subsequent subdivision or lot split that prohibits a further increase in the number of dwelling 



units for each portion of the site unless approved by the governing body as a rezoning action 

or other action authorized by Chapter 14.(C)Lot Area Averaging in Single-Family Subdivisions 

(Ord. No. 2014-31 § 23) 

(l)lt is intended that the common open space required in single- family subdivisions where the lot area 

has been reduced from that of a conventional subdivision be a compensation to occupants for reduced 
lot area. It is further intended that common open space be usable and be provided for occupants outside 

of the lot but within the subdivision.(2)The minimum lot area requirement for single- family structures is 

specified in Table 14-7.2-1; however the lot area may be reduced to a minimum of two thousand (2,000) 

square feet if common open space is provided equal to the sum of lot area reductions within the 

subdivision. 



Table 14-9.2-1: Design Criteria for Street Types 

(Ord. No. 2013-16§ 59) 

~ABU: 14-9.2-1: Design Criteria for Street Types 
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JAMES W. SIEBERT 
AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

915 MERCER STREET* SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87505 

(SOS) 983-5588 * FAX (SOS) 989-7313 

jim@jwsiebert.com 

August 17, 2020 

Noah Berke 

Senior Planner 

P.O. Box 909, 200 Lincoln Ave. 

Santa Fe, NM 87504 

Dear Mr. Berke: 

On behalf of Mr. Alton Walpole I am submitting an application for variances for Section 14-9.2-1 

Maximum of 8 lots on a 10 foot road and Section 14-7.2.(B)(S) Area of Difficult and Mountainous 

Terrain. 

The following material is submitted with this application: 

• Completed application form signed by Mr. Walton 

• Response to Approval Criteria for 14-9.2-1 

• Response to Approval Criteria for 14-7,2(B)(S) 

• Informational Letter 

• Check for $500 for application fee 

Please schedule the request for the next available Planning Commission meeting. 

Sincerely, 

LJ.~ 

James W. Siebert 

Xe: Alton Walpole 
Dan Esquibel 



' 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

VARIANCE APPLICATION 

SUBDIVISION OR DEVELOPMENT PLAN STANDARDS 

Parcel Information I 

Zoning: ~B~--\~--- Proposed Use of Land: _________________ _ 

Does this project have a Final Development Plan approval? YES 

□ 
NO 

f&'.I Case Number: 

Early Neighborhood Notice (ENN) meeting date: Uniform Parcel Code Number: 1-os<e-CSB- 3(p'j • z: 1 '-1 

Preapplicatlon Conference Date: 

Property Owner Information 

Company Name: 

Name: A,::rot,J l C.--J1-.rn;\1>, 
First ' Last 

Address: CA"";.., o C.ivr 
Stroot Addross 

S,<W:r,p., £" 
City 

Phone: _,__,_ ______ E-mail Address: 

SuitelUnlt # 

t-.J/J'-
Stale 

Applicant/Agent Information (If different from owner) 

Company Name: 

Name: 
First Last 

Address: '1/£ /V\C'RC.t:.K ST 
Streat Address Suite/Unit # 

':>f'\!::hA. ~i:.. ~ 
City 

Phone: (S-01") "'/BJ-S"S::flt 
s,.,. 

E-mail Address: \{ 1~:io\t ;~,ef,!;1!."'t" ·C•M 

Correspondence Directed to: D Owner J8\Applicant D Both 

Affidavit to Authorize Agent (ff applicable) 

ZIP Code 

ZIP Cod• 

I am/We are I e owner(s) and record tiUe holder(s) of the property located at: l~z;3 __ (AMi.so.C&iz. ~ ... 4-.>c..P,. . 

I/We authori _'.TO.Mi><-.~_,_=-~~-"'-""'"-'--....._~!JG___ lo act as my/our agent to execute this application. 

xi,,,/ /4a 
I • 

Si ned: Date: 



I Submittal Checklist 

PC Variance Application 
Page 2 of 2 

D Six (6) 24"x36" plan sets end one (1) CD ere required. Please Include the following: 

D Letter of D Statement □ Legal Lot of □ Development Plan □ Landscape, Parking and 
Appllcallon addressing Record, Legal (as defined by Lighting Plan, Sign age 
(Intent, location, approval Description Section 14•3,8 SFCC Specifications 
acreaoe\ criteria 2001\ 

□ Terrain □ Traffic Impact □ Proof of □ Sewer and Water □ ENN Meeting Notes 
Management Analysis (If Compliance with Plan (Including 
Plans (as required) Conditions of profiles and details) 
required by Annexation 
Section 14-8,2 Approval flf 
SFCC 2001\ applicable) 

Variances from Subdivision RegulaUons (Section 14-3.16 (C) SFCC 1987) 

(C) Approval Crltena 
Subsections 14-3.16(CJ(1) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), are required to grant a variance. 

(1) One or more of the followfng special circumstances applfes: 
(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others In the vicinity that are 

subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that existed al the time of the adoption of 
the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that were created by natural forces or by government action 
for which no compensation was paid; 

(b) the parcel Is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is 
sought, or that was created by government action for which no compensation was paid; 

(c) there is an inherent conflict In applicable regulaUons that cannot be resolved by compliance with the more­
restrictive provision as provided In Section 14-1.7; or 

(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a landmark, contributing or significant 
property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts). 

(2) The special circumstances make ii infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost. to develop the property In 
compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. 

(3) The Intensity of devalopmrml shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in the vicinity thal are 
subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

(4) The variance ls the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land or stru.ctura. The 
following factors shall be considered; 

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category or lesser intensity of 
use; 

(b) consistency wilh the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of lhe articles and sections 
from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and policies of the general plan. 

(5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest. 
(6) There may be additional requirements and supplemental or special findings required by othar provisions of Chapter 

14. 

Note: If app//caUon is being made forDevelopmenl In Special Flood Hazard Areas, then Justification must be 
rovided with the above a roval criteria and the criteria fOund in SecUon 14•3.10 e SFCC 1987. 

SI nature 

I hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to meet the 
minimum standards ouU/ned in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Fa/lure lo meet these standards may result in 
the reject/on of my application. I also certify that I have mat with the City's Current Planning staff In a preapplication maaUng to verify 
th&t the attached proposal is in compliance w11h the City's zoning and development plan requirements. 

Signature: _________________________ Date: 

A case manager will be assigned to your project and wiU notify you within 10 business days if any 
additional information is needed, After you application has been reviewed by City staff. you will be 
contacted by us regarding public notice requirements. A packet of information and Instructions will be 
provided regarding the required mailing and sign posting. Thank you. and feel free to contact the 
Land Use Department staff at (505) 955-6585 with any questions. 

I 



r1t1s Guaranty & Ins. 
TG&IC # SFI0-0379 

WARRANTY DEED 
(JOJNT TENANTS) 

Alton Walpole, for consideration paid, grant to Alton Walpole and Cynthia Christian, 
husband and wife, as join! tenants with rights of survivorship, whose address is 1623 
Camino .Cruz Blanca, Santn Fe, NM 87505, the following described real estate in Santa 
Fe County, New Mexico: 

Traci four (4), as shown on plat entitled "Lands of J.W. Schepps, A.L. Thomas A. 
Walpole & P. Pinnell, Jr, .. ", filed in the office of the County Clerk, Santa Fe County, 
New Mexico, on September 23, 1977, in Plat Book 57, page 7, as Document No. 
408,717. 

SUBJECT TO: Restrictions, reservations and easements of record. 
ALSO SUBJECT TO: Ad valorem property taxes for the year 2010 and subsequent years. 

with warranty covenants. wn[ ,~,'"" ~=1• .,, ,r Aog,a, 2010. 

Alton Walpole 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
COUNTY Ol' SANTA FE 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

This instrument was acknowledged befo1~ me on Aug~! 6,2010 by Alton Walpole. 

My Commission Expires: 'a / 17 j W 
UAAAAHTY DEED 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE l PAGES: 1 
STATE OF NEIi fl&l(JCO ) u 
l "•re~y t•rtlf~ Thal ThlG ll'\lltr~ae.nt Ua~ FlJed for 
Rtic.ord On The 17T" Day Of August, 201e el 83:56:50 Pf't 
And Uas Duty Recorded aa tnslrwnent ~ 1608099 
or The Records Of Santa Fe County 

LIHnes• r,y Hand And seal Of ornc.e 
Val•r!e Eaplnou 

-:>i . ... ~ ~- county Cl•rk, Sant& Fo, '4M" 
Dcpvty7_~--.!f?..----r-~--
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JAMES W. SIEBERT 
AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

915 MERCER STREET• SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87505 
(505) 983-5588 * FAX (505) 989-7313 

Um@iwslebert.com 

Noah Berke 
Senior Planner 
P .0. Box 909, 200 Uncoln AVe 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 

Re: Alton Walpole Variance Requests 

Dear Mr. Berke 

INFORMATIONAL LffiER 

This letter provides the background information that cannot be conveyed in the response to the 
variance criteria. 

Explanation of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain 

Tile Difficult and Mountainous Terrain provision was adopted in the 1980's in response to retaining walls 
failing and collapsing due to heavy rains or poor construction and more construction taking place on 
Santa Fe's hillsides. Although much of the property on the north side of Santa Fe was already zoned R-1, 
there was desire to further reduce the density in selected areas where steep slopes dominated the 
landscape, It is my belief that tile 25 percent reduction in density was directed to the R-1 and higher 
density zoning in the north side areas. The application of a 2.5 acre minimum lot size for lots without 
city sewer and water was not given much consideration when the Difficult and Mountainous Terrain 
ordinance was adopted. The 2.5 acre minimum lot size was based on the County requirement at the 
time for lots served by an on-site sewer and water. 

R-1 land served by city water or city sewer within the area of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain may be 
developed at one dwelling per 1.25 acres. If neither of the two utilities are available the requirement is 
one dwelling per 3.33 acres. That is a significant increase in area compared for R-1 land with at least 
one of the city utilities. The imposition of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain on lots without city water 
and sewer is a significant burden on the land owner. 

l 



Difficult and Mountainous Terrain as a Dimensional Standard 

The various zoning districts are set forth in Chaptetl4-4.2 and 14-4.3 of the Land Development Code. 

The area of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain is not listed as a zoning district. The residential zoning 

districts set the maximum allowed densities. Overlay districts also can set maximum allowed densities 

based on the underlying zoning. Chapter 14-5.l(A)(l)-(9) in describing the overlay districts does not 

mention the area of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain as an overlay district. The point being that it 

must therefore be a dimensional standard, like a setback or height standard. 

Road Variance 

The variance is requesting one more additional lot than the permitted 8 lots on a 10 foot roadway as set 

forth in 14- -9.2-1 in the Santa Fe City Code. In this case the roadway varies in width from 13 feet to 15 

feet. The lot split would create the ninth lot served by the private road. A covenanted agreement 

among the land owners served by Camino Cruz Blanca private road is attached as Exhibit B. Article 4 on 

page 5 describes the payments and maintenance requirements for the private road. Mr. Walpole has 

stated that all lot owners participate in the cost for the maintenance and improvements to the road. 

Mr, Walpole is the administrator for the collection of money for the road maintenance and 

improvements. Improvements consist of widening the road where there Is sufficient easement, adding 

basecourse where needed and maintaining or replacing culverts. Maintenance is undertaken at least 

once a year. 

The point here is that in other areas of Santa Fe on private roads where the access is 10 feet in width 

often there is no formal organization to maintain and improve the roads and there is no requirement in 

city code to do so. Given the level of maintenance that is occurring on Camino Cruz Blanca one 

additional dwelling has little impact e~pect to add to the money collected for road maintenance. The 

new lot will be subject to the covenants the same as the existing lots and therefore the owner of this lot 

will be obligated to participate in road maintenance costs. 

It also needs to be pointed out the City Code has taken into account where older roads may have to be 

permitted to allow for conformance with the unique neighborhood condition. The City Code, Section 

14·9(4)(b) states that ''The arrangement of streets In a development shall: (bl conform to a plan for the 

neighborhood approved by the planning commission to meet a particular situation where topographic 

or other conditions make continuance of or conformance to e~istlng streets impracticable." In this case 

the plan for the neighborhood is the covenants that have been adopted for the area. 

Xe: Dan Esquibel 
Alton Walpole 



DECLARATION OF PROTECTIVE COVENANTS 

THIS DECLARA TJON is made this J.«"" day of /\ol.t-,n~r,20os. by 
PAMELA MESSER, a single woman; WILLIAM H. DONAHUE and DANA 
DENSMORE, husband and wife; MATfHEW and MARY SAMPLE, husband and 
wife; ALTON WALPOLE and CYNTHIA CHRISTIAN, husband and wife; 
RICHARD FERBER and POLLY TAPIA FERBER, husband and wife; and 
KENNETH and MARY ANN LOWE, husband and wife; (hereinafter collectively 
referred to as "Owners"). 

WHEREAS, Owners are the owners of certain parcels of real estate in Santa 
Fe, County, New Mexico, more particularly described in Exhibit "A" attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, and desire to impose the provi­
sions of this Declaration on and subject all of the above described real estate to the 
covenants, hereinafter stated, inclucling easements, for the purpose of protecting 
the value and standards of said real estate, the terms of which shall run with the 
land and be binding upon and inure to the benefit of all parties having any right, 
title or interest in or to the above described real estate, or any part thereof, and 
their successors and assigns. 

NOW,. THEREFORE, Owners hereby declare that the Properties shall be 
subject to the following covenants, conditions and restrictions: 

ARTICLE 1 
DEFINJTIONS 

Wherever used herein, the following terms shall have the following mean­
ings: 

1.1 "Properties" shall mean and refer to the real estate described in Exhibit 
A attached hereto and such additions as may hereafter be brought within the juris­
diction of this Declaration; 

1.2 "Lot" shall mean and refer to each of the six (6) Lots inclusively as 
described in and listed as Lots or Tracts in Exhibit A; 

1.3 "Easements" shall mean and refer to all easements affecting the 
Properties and recorded as of the date of this Declaration, provided further that 
"Private Road Easement" shall refer to the road access easement as shown on the 
plat entitled "Lands of J.W. Schepps, A.L Thomas, A. Walpole & P. Pinnell, Jr., 
Ward No. One, Santa Fe, New Mexico" dated September 3, 1977 and recorded as 
number 408,717 in the County Clerk's office of Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

1.4 "Guest House" shall mean a second residence on the Property occupied, 
full-time or part-time, by the family members or guests of the Owners. 

1.5 "Structure" means any residence, dwelling, garage, outbuilding or wall. 

Talaya Hill Covenants., 10/24/05 



ARTICLE2 
SUBDIVISION AND STRUCTURES 

2.1 Intent. The intent of Owners herein is (i) to attempt to ensure the protec­
tion of view corridors for the various Lots while recognizing that complete protec­
tion is not always possible; (ii) to limit the. density of structures on the Lots and 
(iii) to avoid large scale monolithic structures. 

2.2 Subdivision. The minimum lot size shall be 2.2 acres. No subdivision of 
or other adjustment of any Lot shall be permitted that will create a lot smaller than 
this size. Any lots created by the subdivision of any Lot shall be fully subject to the 
covenants and restrictions contained in this Declaration. 

2.3 Combination. Combinations of Lots shall be permitted subject to the 
approval of the City of Santa Fe and the execution and acknowledgment by the 
Owner of the Lots to be combined, of an instrument specifying such combination 
and giving the metes and bounds description and Lot number of the newly creat­
ed Lot. Such instrument shall be filed for record by the Owner in the real estate 
records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico, before such combination is considered 
to have been completed hereunder. Once combined, the newly created Lot shall 
not be resubdivided thereafter. No combination of Lots shall be deemed an 
amendment or release of the covenants and restrictions herein. 

2.4 Lot Lfoe Adjustments. Lot line adjustments between Lots shall be permit­
ted subject to the approval of (i) all Owners, (ii) the City of Santa Fe, and (iii) the 
execution and acknowled.&ment by the Owners of the Lots to be adjusted, of an 
instrument specifying sucfi adjustment and giving the metes and bounds descrip­
tion and Lot number for each of the adjusted Lots. Such instrument shall be filed 
for record by the affected Owners in the real estate records of Santa Fe County, 
New Mexico, before such adjustment is considered to have been completed here­
under. No adjustment of Lot lines shall be deemed an amendment or release of the 
covenants and restrictions herein. 

2.5 Permitted and Prohibited Structures. No structure shall be erected, altered, 
placed or permitted to remain on any Lot or building site subject to this 
Declaration other than one single-family dwelling for private use, a Guest House, 
a private studio, a private garage, recreational facilities, storage sheds, solar heat­
ing devices, evaporative cooler or coolers, and improvements incidental to resi­
dential use of the Lot. Condominium uni ts, each of which is owned and occupied 
by unrelated parties, are specifically prohibited. 

2.6 Size Limitations. No Lot shaJI have structures totalling more than 6,000 
square feet of roofed floor area. No single structure shall have more than 3,500 
square feet of roofed floor area. 
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ARTICLES 
COMMON SCHEME RESTRICTIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 

3.1 Trees and Landscaping. The living native growth of the Properties, includ­
ing but not limited to cacti, pinon, ponderosa pines and juniper trees, shall not be 
destroyed or removed without the prior approval of all of the other Owners, 
except such native growth and flora as may be necessary to remove for the con­
struction and maintenance of roads, driveways, dwellings and other approved 
structures. Dead trees may be removed. 

3.2 Utilities. All electrical service, gas lines, water lines, cable television, tele­
phone lines or other utilities shall be placed underground and installed in or adja­
cent to the driveway. 

3.3 Trash. No Lot shall be used for the storage or dumping of rubbish or 
debris of any kind, or for the storage of any property or thing that will be toxic, 
dangerous, or unhealthy, and no substance, thing or material may be kept upon 
any Lot that will emit foul or obnoxious odors. Before and after construction, the 
storage of construction material, supplies and equipment shall be prohibited 
unless placed out of view of other Lot Owners. 

3.4 Noise. No devices emitting undesirable noise levels or that will cause 
any noise that will disturb the peace, quiet, comfort, or serenity of any occupants 
or Owners of Lots shall be permitted on the Lots. Burglar alarms must be kept in 
good working order so that they do not go off without intrusions into the struc­
ture protected. Butglar alarms must be turned off within ten minutes after going 
off. 

3.5 Concrete Slurry. During or after construction of improvements to any 
Lot, no concrete slurry shall be left on any Lot or within the Easements. 

3.6 Storage Tanks. Any tanks for use in connection with any residence, 
including tanks for the storage of liquefied petroleum gas and fuel oil, gasoline, 
oil or watei; must be burled or concealed by walls, trees, or fences so as to conceal 
them from view from other Lots and the Easements. 

3.7 Towers. No derrick or other structure designed for use in boring for oil 
or natural gas, and no cellular telephone, radio or television transmission towers 
shall be erected, placed or permitted; and the production or extraction of oi~ nat­
ural gas, petroleum, asphalt or hydrocarbon products or substances shall not be 
permitted. No exterior antenna of any sort, inclu~ satellite dishes, shall be 
installed or maintained on any Lot, except those devices which are erected, 
installed, placed or maintained and used entirely under the eaves or enclosed 
within a building or Structure or screened from view from other Lots and 
Easements or which are otherwise specifically authorized by the Declaration. 
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Notwithstanding the foregoing, television antennae (but not satellite dishes) may 
extend hvo (2) feet above the parapet. 

3.8 Animals. Domestic animals are permitted. No livestock, including hors­
es shall be permitted on any Lot. No animals of any kind may be kept on any Lot 
for commercial purposes. Animals may not be kept on any Lot in any manner 
which creates a nuisance or is offensive to the neighboring Lots, whether b:)I rea­
son of noise, habits, odors, or otherwise, anything to the contrary hereinabove 
nohvithstanding. The Owners shaU have the right to demand the removal of any 
animals which are kept in violation of this Declaration. Enclosures for animals 
shall be constructed in accordance with this Declaration. 

3.9 Exterior Lights. All exterior lights must be located so as not to be direct­
ed toward surrounding lots, properties or roads. Bright, glaring lights on roof tops 
and patio walls or elsewhere are prohibited. 

3.10 Conservation. All Lot Owners are urged to practice indoor and outdoor 
water conservation measures. "Alternative" energy sources such as solar heat, 
wind generators, etc. are encouraged. All construction must comply with the pub­
lished water conservation criteria of the City and County of Santa Fe. 

3.11 Drainage. Surface drainage courses within Lots are to remain in their 
natural state, except for diversion approved by the Owners. 

3.12 Hunting and Firearms. No hunting shall be permitted within the 
Properties, and no discharge of firearms shall be permitted within the Properties. 

3,13 Private Easements. No dirt bikes, motorcycles, off-road vehicles or any 
unlicensed vehicles of any kind shall be driven or permitted on the Easements 
except for ingress and egress to an Owner's residence. No motor-driven vehicle 
shall be driven or permitted in the Properties except on the Easements or the 
driveways within the Properties. Mountain bikes may only be used 011 the 
Easements and private driveways. 

3.14 Ground Water. Ground water shall not be impounded by any Owner in 
any way which might adversely affect other Owners of the Properties. 

3.15 Discharge of Explosives. No explosive material may be discharged on 
any lot except for bona fide construction purposes and then only after all inhabi­
tants of the Properties have been duly notified in advance of the proposed dis• 
charge of an explosive material and only in a manner that shall reduce to a mini­
mum the noise, vibration and other impact of the proposed discharge. 
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ARTICLE4 
ROAD MAINTENANCE 

4.1 Owners' Approval. Whenever any provision of this Article 4 requires the 
approval of or action by the Owners, such approval or action shall require the con­
sent of at least two-thirds (2/3) of the owners of the Lots which (i) are then on 
record with the Office of the County Oerk of Santa Fe County and (ii) are current­
ly used for residential purposes. For purposes of determining this consent, each 
such Lot, existing at the time of execution of this Declaration or created subse­
quently to such execution by a permitted combination, subdivision or Lot split, 
shall have one (1) vote, regardless of the number of Owners of record of the par­
ticular Lot. 

4.2 Determination of tlze Need for Maintenance. At least once a year, and at least 
seventy-five (75) days prior to tlie end of the calendar year; a meeting of the 
Owners shall be held, or the Owners' views shall be otherwise solicited, to deter­
mine whether road maintenance is needed, and what such maintenance should 
be. All Owners shall be consulted, and no road maintenance of any kind shall be 
undertaken without such col\Sultation. All road maintenance shall require 
approval as set forth in Section 1 of this Article. 

4.3 Apportionment of Expenses. If road maintenance is approved as set forth 
above, the costs for such road maintenance shall be apportioned among the 
Owners approximately in proportion to the length of the road from Camino de la 
Cruz Blanca to the respective Lots, or in some other equitable manner agreed 
upon by the Owners in accordance with Section 1 of this Article. 

4.4 Mutual Covenants to Pay Apportionments. The Owners covenant and 
agree with each other to pay all apportionments as determined hereunder, except 
tfiat no Owner shall be required to pay more than $400.00 (four hundred dollars) 
plus 5% for each year after 2005, in any calendar year. 

4.5 Personal Debt of Owner. The amount of road maintenance expense appor­
tioned to the Owners shall be the personal and individual debt of the Owner of 
record thereof at the time the apportionment is made. Suit to recover a money 
judgment for unpaid assessments shall be maintainable. 

4.6 Prior Agreement. On or about June 8, 1986, some of the Owners signed a 
Road Maintenance Agree.ment. As among the Owners who have executed both 
this Declaration and said Agreement, this Declaration shall control. 

ARTICLES 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

6.1 Enforcement. Any Owner shall have the right to enforce, by any proceed­
ing at law or in equity, all restrictions, conditions, covenants, servitudes, reserva-
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tions, liens and charges now or hereafter imposed by the provisions of this 
Declaration. Failure by a party to enforce any covenant or restriction herein con­
tained shall in no event be deemed a waiver of the right to do so thereafter. Any 
Owner may enforce this Declaration regardless of whether the enforcement 
sought concerns a Lot that is contiguous to the Owner's Lot. Any waiver of any 
requirement of this Declaration with respect any Lot shall not be deemed a waiv­
er of such requirement with respect to any other Lot. Violations of any require­
ment of this Declaration in existence on the effective date of this Declaration shall 
not be deemed a waiver with respect to any subseqtient violations. 

6.2 Notices. Any notices required or permitted to be delivered hereunder 
shall be deemed to be delivered when personally delivered to the respective 
addressee or upon deposit of the same in the United States mails, postage prepaid, 
certified or registered mail, retun1 receipt requested at the address shown below. 

6,3 Sevetability. Invalidation of any provision of this Declaration by judg­
ment or court order shall in no way affect any other provisions which shall remain 
in full force and effect. 

6.4 Exhibits. Each and every exhibit attached hereto is incorporated herein 
by this reference. 

6.5. The covenants and restrictions of this Declaration shall run with and 
bind the land for a term of hv-enty (20) years from the date this Declaration is 
recorded, after which time they shall be automatically extended for successive 
periods of ten (10) years; provided, however, that (i) Owners holding at least sixty 
percent (60%) of the total number of existing Lots may execute and acknowledge 
an appropriate instrument within one (1) year and not less than ninety (90) days 
prior to the expiration of said initial twenty (20) year period or prior to the expi­
ration of any ten (1 O) year extension period thereafter, that provides a release of 
the land subject hereto from all of the restrictive covenants contained in this 
Declaration, or a change, amendment, modification or revision of any of the 
restrictive covenants; or (ii) Owners holding at least eighty percent (80%) of the 
total number of existing Lots may execute and acknowledge an appropriate 
instrument at any time, tnat provides a change, amendment, modification or revi­
sion of any, but less than all, of the restrictive covenants, except as prohibited here­
in. Every amendment or release must be recorded in the real estate records of 
Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

6.6 Binding Effect. This Declaration shall be binding upon and shall inure to 
the benefit of the Owners and their respective heirs, successors and assigns, 
including lessees, easement holders, licensees, and invitees, and shall nm with: the 
land. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Owners have ex<>A~iltfiis Declaration this .r.day 
ofMv_zoos. 
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Robert I crnple 
No1uq l'nhlfo. SfJttf• oflllmnis 

Mr t \immb,-;-lun r.:,p, fN/li-./'.iH~ 
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EXHIBIT A 
LOTS 

Tracts 1-Aand 1-8 as shown on a plat of survey entitled "Lands of Pamela 
Messer" recorded on 2 October, 1979, in Book 72, page 13, records of Santa Fe 
County, New Mexico. 

Tracts 2 and 4 as shown on a plat of survey entitled "Lands of J. W. Schepps, 
A. L. Thomas, A. Walpole & P. Pinnell, Jr." recorded on 23 September, 1977, in 
Book 57, page 7, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

Lot 1, Tract 3 as shown on a plat of survey entitled, "Lot Consolidation and 
Lot Line Adjustment Survey of the 'Paige Pinnell Replat"' recorded on 8 Februaiy 
1996, in Book 326, page 40, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

Tract SA as shown on a plat of survey entitled, "Fineberg Subdivision'' 
recorded on 25 February 1986, in Book 161 page 49, records of Santa Fe County, 
New Mexico. 

Talaya Hill Covenants, 10/24/05 

I-' 
ls) 
,,,"'" 

t,) 
.>1 
'•, 
t3 
C.::) 
C, 
07 



ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

I( I 11w foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this JJ. day of 
_ 1/NIHl!J/r. 2005 

Pamela Messer 

/'?', 1[, /'r/ 
My commission expires:__,~"-'t"-' 'l::..:.. •-=-6-..,_/ , __ 

(Seal) (I OFPICW,IIAI, 

Btw1rly M, Ohlnell9 ..,..., ___ _ 
---FlUDW"MMC C'..WW­
~ca,o .. ,,._/)1../~ t) 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

~~~;ing inslroment was acknowledged before me this z.&'~!~ of 

~ t--1 Gt~~u_ (} 
/WMJJI.-~~ 

William H. Donahue and Dana Densmore 

' Notary Public 

My commission expires:._~'f-~-----
(Seal) 

•.' • I 



ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATEOF·tLt.lNOIS.) 

COUNTY OF LAKE: ) 

J, The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this A. day of 
-•~$-2005 

~~ 
ew Sample and Mary Sample 

Ol'FIO/AL SEAL 
KATHLEEN A, WOIIWA 

NOTAIIYPUBUC, STATE OFIWN018 
MV ~ON EXl'IRIU•INOOe 

~~wtUlt.tl= 
Notary Public. 

My c.ommission expires: 8-1 CQ- 2QQ (q 
(Seal) 

'i 



ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNfY OF SANTA FE ) 

t~, The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this Jj_ day of 
\_'yJ1/t1~2oos 

Allon Walpole and Cynthia Christian 

My commission expires:, __ ~.....,/ ... o:a8"",,'---­
I 

IIAI. 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _.1A._ day of ~•ee~ . 200s 

~ei~~YO~~ 
~/1., Tfi,-.Jq 

Richard Ferber and Polly Tapia Ferber 

My commission expires:. ___ .J_•_">~_-_o_g __ _ 
(Seal) 

" ·, I 

·1 I 
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STATE OF :TE,>(AS ) 

COUNTY OF DAL.l.A <; ) 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

~foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 1.£ day of a 2005 

~ -. I(µ-- ~1VI~ c__ /~ 
Kenneth Lowe and Mary Annd"&,we 

eAe lda:as 
Notari~nc 

My commission expires:. __ ·L.7..,_/4,._.~G<iu.;,s;>b.,__ __ 

(Seal) 

; . " 

'ttl\, 
~ 

CHEll\'I. C0WNs 
MY COMMl8SION l!Xi'IAES 

Ju/y18,110e 
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Prepared by: 
James W. Siebert 

August 7, 2020 

Variance from minimum lot size for lots in Difficult and Mountainous Terrain 
Section 14-9.2.S{e) 

(C) Approval Criteria 

Subsections l4°3.16(C)(I) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6). are required 
to grant a variance. 

(I) One or more of the following special circwnstonces applies: 

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in 
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that 
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that were 
created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid; 

Mr. Walpo,/e bo11ght the subject lot in 1977. The ordinance adopting the standards/or "DiOkult 
and Mountainous Termin '·' were ,wt adopted until 1987 Mr. Walpole had the right to splil his lot 
a/lowingfor two /o/s 011 the 5, 6 acre parcel. The proof of ownership is providqd by warranty deed 
and plat in Exhibit A-I. 

(b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming Jot created prior to the adoption of the re!,>ulation from 
which the variance is sought, or that was created by government action for which no compensation 
was paid; 

(c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by compliance 
with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7; or 

There is the issue of the cumulative impact of the. 75 reduction on lots with 110 city water and city 
sewer where the minimum lot size is 2.5 acres. For example, a JO acre lot zoned R-1, with ciry 
water and sewer, or city water or city sewer would be permiued one dwelling per acre or JO lots 
assuming there is no flood plain. If the 10 acre lot is located in an area of Difficu/1 and 
Mo1111tai11011s Termin the number of lots is: IO x. 75 = 7.5 lots. A ji·actional density must be 
,·educed to the next whole number which in this case results is 7 lots. If the same 10 acre /or has 
no ci(v water or city sewer the number of lots is reduced to 4 (10+2.5 = 4), and with the required 
. 7 5 reduction the maJ:imum number of lots would be 3, which is co11siderabfr less than the seven 
lots permitted with city sewer and city water. 

Due to ordinances that have been adopted since the area of Difficult aud Mmmtai11011S Terrain 
was imposed, such as maximum height of retaining walls, managemelll of storm water runojj,' 
111andato1y revegeflltion, limitation on the heights of cfll and fill slopes, esca,pment regulations. 



and limits an height a/structures the impact an the /,ii/side.from a visual and terrain management 
standpoint have been considerably reduced. 

The requirement far a 2.5 acre minimum lot size for lots created in the area of Diffic11l1 and 
Mo11111ainous Terrain would by irself accomplish the goal of protecting Santa Fe's hillsides. 
Drilling a well 011 the /01 does not create any significant disturbance to the land. leach fields 
required/or liquid waste disposal must be app1·01•ed by t/1(! New Mexico E11viro11me11t Departmem 
and can follow the comours of the land snaking in and out o,{trees, The 2,5 acre minim11111 lot size 
l~l' itself accomplishes the intent of the area o.f' Difficult and Mou111ai11ous Terrain and the 
cumulmive impact of adding a Jiirther reduction in density does nothing lo ,fi1r1her protect the 
hillside e11viromner11. 

( cl) the land or s1ruc111re is nm1cmiformi11g and has been designated as a la11dma1·k, co11trib111i11g 
or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts). 

(2) The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to 
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. 

There are 5 lats in the same area served by Camino C111z Blanc that are less than the lot size o.f 
3.3 acres, all of which are 1101 sen-·ed by city water or city sewer. Mr. Walpole is seeking approval 
of what has either been allowed by 1/te ci{)• or lots that exisred prior la 1/te adopt/011 o,/'the area of 
Difficult and Ma11ntainaus Terrain. The location of these lats is shown on Exhibit A-2. 

(3) The i111ensi1y of dewlop111e11t shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in 
the vicinity that. are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

There are other lats in close praximiO' la Mr. Walpole that are equal or lesser ill size to the lots 
proposed by Mr. Walpole. The area of D/fficult and Moumainous Terrain is 1101 a zoning district 
nor an overlay distr/cr. It is clear that the minimum lot site from a zoning standpoint per Table 
14-7.2-1 is one dwelling per 2.5 acres. Jlfr. Walpole ca,1 comply with that requirement since he 
has 5.6 acres o,fland and cmt divide them ill such a way 1/za1 each is a minimum of2,5 acl'es. 

(4) l11e variance is the minimwn variance tliat will make possible the reasonable use of the 
land or s1111e1Ure. The following factors shall be considered: 

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category 
or lesser intensity of use; 

Mr. Walpole currently has his residence on the 5. 6 acre lot. A lesser i111e11sity witho111 a variance 
would mean that he is unable 10 creare another lac putting Mr. Walpole at a disadvantage 10 other 
lats created in the area that are less the 3.3 acres required by the City. 

(b) consistency wit11 the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the 
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and policies 
of the general plan. 
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The ge11eral plan promotes infill withi11 the 11rba11 urea. The proposed lot split is ill co1iforma11ce 
with the mandatory density of 2.5 acres but short of the additional reduction in lot size created by 
the c1111111lative impact of imposing the dime11s/onal standard of the area of Difjlc11lt and 
Mo11ntaino11s Terrain. 

(5) The variance is not contrw-y to the public interest. 

At the Early Neighborhood Notice meeting the majority of owners of lots served by Camino Cruz 
Blanca attended the virtual meeting. All owners attending.the 1•irtual meeting were ill support qf 
tlte variance.for the lot split. 111ere is no impact to the broader public si11ce any additional 
constmctlon 011 the property would have limited visibility from outside the immedime area of the 
properties sen,ed_(,-0111 Camino Cniz Blanca. 

(6) There may be additional requirements and supplemental or special findings required by 
other provisions of Chapter 14. 

3 



35(125 
SPECIAL WIUIRAHTY DBBD 

Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney in Pact pursuant to a Power 

of Attorney recordsd at the county of Santa Fe as Reception 

Nwnber 409. 716 for Paige Pinnell, J:t,, a single. man dealing 

with his separate proparty; Joseph Willia:m Scheppe, a single man1 

Arthur L, Thomas, a single mani and Alton Walpole, a single man, 

for consideration paid grants to Alton Walpole, as his sole and 

separate property, Whose address is Santa Fe, New Mexico, the 

following described real estate in Santa Fe county, New Meld co: 

That certain tract of land described as Tract Pou~, 
containing S.620 seres+, as shewn on that certain plat 
prepared by Guy D. Hayden, Registered Land Surveyor, 
from surveys completed on March 14, 1977, as amended 
on August 24, 1977, entitled "LANDS OF J. w. SCRBPPS, 
A, t, 'l'HOMIIS, A. WALPOLE 6 P. PINNBLL, JR. , WARD NO. 
ONE, SIINTA FE, NEW MEXICO" filed With the Clerk of 
Santa Fe County, New Mexico on September 23, 1977, 
Reception No. Plat 1408, 7171 

TOGETIIBR with an easement for ingress and egress for 
· e.ny· purp0se and an eaas111Bnt for utility purp0Bes in 

and upon that certain road and parking easement sir 
111ors particul.arly dasodbsd iand shewn on· the aforesaid 
P'lat of Survey, AND grantors and grantee covenant that 
the grantee shall be obligated to pay one-fifth of 
all expenses which may be required to maintain the 
road described on the Plat of Survey in a passable 
condition for the purposes of the heretofore described 
easements with said covenant to run with the land1 and 

SlJBJBC'l' TQ that. certain Mortgage recorded March 18, 
1~76 in Book 247, pegs 902 of the records of 
Santa Pe County and any 0th.er easements, restrictions 
or covenants of record, 

with epecisl warranty covenants. 

WITNESS our hands and seals this 14th day of October 

197'7 •. 

TE1lRITORIAL ABSTRACT .& TITLE CO,, INC, 
JJ. A:f!A 

••I.. -

' 
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• 

STAn OF ffliW .MBXlCO l 
J as. 

COUNTY OF SANTA Fl! J 

The foregoing instrument was ackncwledged before 111!1 this ..lith 
day of OCtober , 1977, by Ann Randolph Nichole, Attorney 
in Fact for Paige Pinnell, Jr. 

My CoDDDission Expires, 

6/21/80 

STA'l'E OF NEW MEXICO 

COONTY OFSINTA FE 

) 
t ss. 
) 

N 

' . . ;:•• ~. 

~· ' ,;; 
t~ :; s:-. J 
,1,,-.,.'.; { .... • . -r:1, '; •. , • ., rf. ~~ 

: •,;• <''\ ~ ,~," 
,, •-,,. . .. ...... 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before Ille this lij;II 
day of October , 1977, by Joseph Wi'lliam Scheppe, 

My COJ11111ission Expires, 

6/21/80 



S'l'A!l'E. OF NBW MEXICO 

CODN'l'Y OF Sl\N'l'A FE 
1 sa .. 
) 

'l'he foregoing instrwnent was acknowledged before me this .!Lth 
day of Oatober , 1977, by Arthur L, 'l'homes. 

My commission Expires: 

6/21/80 

S'l'A'l'E OF NBW MEXICO 

COUN'l'Y OF Sl\N'l'A FE 

N 

' ss. 
l 

'l'he fore~;ng instrlllllent was acknowledged before me thiel4th 
day of Octa , 1977, by Alton Walpole. 

My Commission Expires, 

6/21/80 



ANN RANDOLPH NICHOLS, Attorney in Fact pureuant to a Power 

,of. Attorney recorded at the County of Santa Fa as Reception No,. 

409,716 for PAIGE PINNELL, JR,, a single man dealing with hie 

separate property, .JOSEPH WILLIAM SCHEPPS, a eingle mani ARTBOR 

·L. THOMAS, a single mant and.ALtoN WALPOLE, a single ll)an, for 

consideration paid, grant ·to PAMELA J. MBSSER, a •single woman and . 

PATRICK N. CAFFEE, a single man as tenants in common, the foUowing 

described real estate in Santa Fe County, New Mexico: 

That certain tract of land described aa Tract one, 
as shown on ~hat certain plat prepared by Guy D. 
Hayden, Registered Land surveyor, from surveys 
completed on March 14, 1977, as amended on August 
24, 1977, entitled "LANos·oF J. w. SCHEPPS, A. L. 
'rllOMAS, A. WALPOLE 6 P. PINNELL, Jlt., WARD NO. 
ONE, SANTA FE, NEW MBXXCO" filed with the Clerk 
of Santa Fe County, New Mexico on September ·23, 
1977, no. plat #408,717. 

SOSJEC'J.' '.rO: Reservations, restrictions and easements 
of record and taxes for 1977 and aUbsequent,years. 

with warranty covenants, 

·· -- -· ···m:-rRlilSS o\lt · ltitl\'ail /'ifll!'"lll!'ne· thi'S ·1:s·e-'llay--ot-1'9Vsml:1&r; 1977, 

• PAIGE PINNELL, JR. 

~-~~ 
By: Ann~Nichois., 

r;J/':'''" ·~· 
AR ~=' 

S'l'ATE OF NEW MEXICO } 
lea. 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The for!'going inst:rwniinf. was· acknowledgea• berfore me 1:his lat 

day of November, 1977 by Ann Randolph Ni~hole 1 Attorney in Fact for 

Paige Pinnell, Jr., Joseph William Scheppe, Arthur L. Thomas Bl\d Alton 

Walpole, 

Notary Public: 
My commission Expires, 



MUTUAL, llASEMJ!NT 

rT IS AGREED BY AND BETHEEN Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney 

in, Fact pursuant to a Power of Attorney recorde_d at the County 

of Santa Fe as Reception Number409.7lli for Paige Pinnell, Jr., 

a marr;ied man dealing with his sepa·rate property; Joseph William 

Scheppe, a single man; Arthur L. Thomas, e single man; end Alton 

Walpole, a single .man, AND Frank Chapman dealing in'his sole 

and separate property; and Frank Chapman, as Attorney in Fact 

for Robert I(. Potter, Jr,, pUr_suant to that Power of Attor~ey 

recorded in the County of Santa Pe, New Mexico; 

WITNESS, the parties hereto, for mutual consideration, 

hereby grant onto each O\oher, a perpetual easement UJ?On th'e 

following desc~i~ed lauds, for ingress and egress for any purpose 

and an easement for utility purposes in and upon that portion 

of a road described on that certain plat prepared ~y r.uy D. Hayden, 

Registered Land Surveyor, from surveys completed on March 14, 

1977, IIS amended on August 24, 197.7, entitled "LANDS OF J.I~. 

SCHEPPS, 11; L. THOMAS, A• WALPOLE & P. PINNELL, JR., WAJ<DNO. 

ONE, SANTA FE, NEW MExrco, filed with the Clerk of Santa Fe 

County, New Mexico on September 23, 1977, Reception No, Plat 1408, 

717 as more particularly described as follows, to-witi 

That portion of said road lying upon tract one and 
that portion of said road lying upon the lends 
designated "now or formerly Frank Chapman• as 
described in said heretofore described Plat of 
Survey,. 

This easement is superior and paramount to the rights of any 

of the parties hereto in the reepoctive servient estates so created, 

and th~t it is a covenant running with the land. 

TERRITORIAi. ABSTRACT t. Tl! I.£ CO.,· INC 
1.1. 1/l'Jo-, 



WITNESS our hands and seals thi~ :u.tJt·day of Qs;J:.,o,.,b.,.e..,.r __ , 1977, 

.,:,;,'- /lo.,..,luw, · ·· 1i4.f.Q.f~ 
Ahn Nichols, A orney in Fact 
for Paige Pinnell, Jr. 

•= 

STATE OF NEW .MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
I SS. 
) 

Josep 

< .,.-,,.,,.--
ey in Fact 

for Robert K. Potter, Jr. 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 14th 
day of Oc_tob~e~r......,,...._, 1977, by Ann Nichols, Attorney in Fact for 
Paige Piiinell, Jr. 

My Commission Expires, 

6/2~/80 

. STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
: ss. 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this!!!:.!!... 
day of October , 1977, by Joseph William Scheppe. 

Ny commission Expires, 

6/21/80 

,,. ,. /'· > 

~~ ,µ.gt. A'. dt, .. -y•,,:.,<, .. .-" 
Nq ary P ic , 



STATE OF NEW M6XICO 

COUNTY OF S/IN'l'A FE 
: ss; 
l 

The foregoing instrwnent was ackhowledged before me this J,ilb 
day of October , 19 77, by Arthur L. Thomas • 

My Commission Expires, 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEt~ MEXICO 

COUNTY OP SANTA FE 

·The foregoing instrllfflent was acknowledged before me this· .l!J;l.1 
day of October , 1977, by Alton Walpole. 

My Commission Expires: 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OP SANTA FE 
. 
) 

ss • 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 2fu.. 
day of Octo~e• , 1977, by Frank Chapman. 

My commission Expires: 

April 18, 1979 

S'l'A'l'B OF NEW MEXICO· 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
' ss. 
l 

The foregoing instrument was acknowlodged,before me this .J!!!.. 
of October , .. 1977, by Frank Chapman, Attorney in Fact day 

for Robert 111. Potter, Jr. · 

My Commission Expires: 

AprU UI, 1979 





0 



Variance requested: Maximum of 8 lots on IO road 

Section 14-9.2-1 

(C) Approval Criteria 

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(I) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14c3. I 5(C)(6), are required 
to grant II variance. 

(I) One or more of the following special circumstances applies: 

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or st111c111re from others in 
the vicinily thal are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that 
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that 
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid; 

Camino Cntz Blanca has existed since 1970 's. II is a 11arrow road due principally to tlie rocky 
nature o_{the area and !he desire to dislllrb no more than was necessary lo protect the natural 
vegetation o_{the area. 711e ci(y has recognized these lots as legal lots o/J'ecord by the 
authorization of building permits. The developed road width varies.from I 3-15 feet, Then! were 
fell' standards at the time thal the lots were created and the pril1ate road was conslructed. 
Section 14-9.2-1 of the City Code does allow up to eighl homes 011 a roadway of this width. 
Discussions with the Fire Marshal have indicated that a 11i11th home sen1ed by this road would be 
acceptable. The.final decision on this matter awaits the Fire Marshal review. Under the 
J11tel'llatio11al Fire Code the Fire Marsha/ has the discre/ion to allow homes 011 a roadway o.f less 
!hem 20.feel. 

(b) the parcel is a legal 11onco11formi11g lot <..-rented prior to the adoption of the regulation 
from which the variance is sought, or that was created by govenunent action for which no 
compensation was paid; 

(c) there is an inherent conflicl in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by 
compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1. 7; or 

(d) the lund or structure is nonco,!forming and has been designated as a landmark, 
comributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts). 

(2) TI1e special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financ1al cost, to 
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter J 4. 

TltC' road cross section/or a 9 lots would be a 42.foot easeme11t or righl-o_/:way with two travel 
lanes o_f9.feet, c11rb and g1111er 011 each side of two feet, a 5.foot plantar strip and a 5.foot 
sidewalk. The Planning Co111111issio11 is gra111ed 1/ie discretion by tire City Cade to allow for 
other (Vpes of road based the local cfrc11111s1a11ce. '7he arrangement of streets in a development 
shall: (b) "conform to a pion for the neighborhood approved by the planning commission ta meet a 
particular situation where topographic or other conditions make continuance of or conformance to 

WolHm 
Vurluucc critL,-liJ' 



existing streets impracticable." In this case the pion for the neighborhood is the covenants that hove 
been adopted for the area. 

(3) Theintensiry of devefopmem shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in 
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

Olher properties in the area are ah·eady smaller is size 1ha11 what is proposed by Mr. Walpole. 

(4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the 
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered: 

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category 
or lesser illlensity of use; 

The property call remain in ifs current state but there,:~ a cenain i1y'11s1ice created by the fact 
thal other subdivisions have taken place where lots are smaller lhan proposed by Mr. Walton. 

(b) consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter I 4, with the purpose and intent of the 
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and 
policies of the general plan. 

The Planning Commission is granted the authority by Code to allow for l"Uads that are more 
representalive of the developme11t pattern i11 1he e.risti11g neighborhood. This is cenai11/y the case 
where !his primte road has existed since the 1970 's. The general plan does slate Iha/ the 
character of the s11n·ou11dt11g neighborhood sl,011/d be recognized when considering new 
developmeil/. 

(5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest. 

At the ENN the neighbors and residents oft he larger subdivision were 1111/versally in support of 
the lot split. There is 110 adverse impact 011 the large interpre1atio11 o.f public illlerest. 

(6) There may be additional requirements and supplemental or special findings required by 
other provisions of Chapter 14. 

Walltui 
Variance criti:r11J 
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SPECIAL WAlUWl'l':t' DEED 

Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney in Fact pursuant to a Power 

of Attorney recorded at the County of Santa re 11s Reception 

Number 409,716 for Paige Pinnell, Jr. , a single . man dealing 

with hie aeparate property; Joseph WilliBDI Scheppe, a single man; 

Arthur L, Thomae, a single man, and Alton Walpole, a single man·, 

for consideration paid grants to Alton Walpole, ae his eole and 

separate property, whose address is S1111ta Fe, New Mexico, the 

following described real estate in. Santa Fe county, New Mexico: 

That certain tract of land described as T;-act Fow:, 
containing 5,620 acres+, aa shown on that certain plat 
prepared by Guy D, Hayden, Registered Land Surveyor, 
from surveys completed on March 14, 19 77, as BD1ended 
on August 24, 1977, entitled "LIINDS OP J. w. SCHEPPS, 
A, L, 'l'l!OMAS, A, WM.POLE & P. PINNELL, JR., WARD NO, 
ONE, SANTA PE, NBW MEXICO" filed with tbe Clerk of 
Santa Fe County, 11ew Mexico on September 23, 1977, 
Reception No. Plat 1408, 7171 

TOGETHER with an easement for ingress and egress for 
• any p11;-pose and an easement for utility purposes in 

and upon that certain road and parking eaal!lllent as- · 
1110re particll).a.rfy 4&scdbe4 'and ahlilWD on the aforesaii! 
Plat of Survey, AND grantora and grantee covenant that 
the grantee shall be obligated to pay one-fifth of 
all expenses which may be required to maintain the 
road described on the Plat of Survey in a passable 
condition for the purposes of the heretofore described 
ease111ents with said covenant to run w:l.tb the land, ani! 

SUBJECT.TO that certain Mortgage ~ecordad Much 18, 
1976 :l.n Book 247, page 902 of the records of 
Santa Fe county and any other easements, restrictions 
or covenants of record. 

with spacial warranty covenants. 

WITNESS our hands and seals this 14th day of ootober 

1977 •. ~ .......... -

~ ~ ~ 
Ann Randolph Nichois, Attorney 
in Fact for Paige Pinnell, Jr. 

TERRITORIAL ABSTRACT & TITLE CO,, INC. 

1.1. .11.: t • a 



-~• e o 

S'l'ATB OF NEW MEXICO 

COl.lN'?Y OF SANTA FE 

Alton a 

1 as,. 
) 

'the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before ine this -lJ.th 
day of OCtcber , 1977, by Ann Randolph Nichol&, Attorney 
in Fact for Paige Pinnell, Jr, 

My CoDIIDission Expires, 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF S\NTA FE 

) 
I SS. 
) 

'l'he foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this li!;ll 
day of octcbar , 1977, J:,y Joseph William Schepp&. 

My Co111111ission Expires: 

6/21/80 

...... 



STATE OF NBW MEXICO ) 
i ss. 

COUNT!i OF SANTA FS ) 

!l'he foregoing instrument was ecknowledged before me this filh 
day of October , 1977, by Art:hu~ L. Thomes. 

My commiseion Expires, 

6/21/80 

STATS OF NBW MEXICO 

COUN!l'Y OF SAN!l'A FE 
:: ss. 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me thisl4th 
day of October , 19 77, by Al.ton Walpol.e. 

My Commission Expires, 

6/21/80 



WARRANTY~ 

ANN RANDOLPH NICHOLS, Attorney in Fact pursuant to a Powec 

_of.Attorney recorded at the County of Santa Fe as Reception No._ 

409,716 for PAIGE PlNNELL, JR., a single man dealing with his 

separate proparty1 .JOSEPH lilLLIAM. SCHEPPS, a single man; ARTSUR 

·L. THOMAS, a single man, and.ALTON WALPOLE, a single man, for 

consideration paid, grant·to PAMBLA J. MESSER, a ·single woman and 

P~TRICR N. CAFFEE, a single llUUI as tenantll in COIIIDIOn, the fol-lowing 

described real estate in Santa Fe County, New Mexico, 

That certain tract of land described as Tract one, 
ea shown on ~hat certain plat prepared by Guy D. 
Hayden, Registered Land Surveyor, from surveys 
completed on March 14, 1977, as amended on August 
24, 1977, entitled "LANDS

0

0F J. w. SCHEPPS, A. L. 
THOMAS, A. WALPOLE 6 P. PINNELL, JR., WARD NO. 
ONE, SANTA FE, NEW MBXICO" filed with the Clerle 
of Santa Fa county, New Mexico on September ·23, 
1977, no. plat 11408,717 •. 

SUBJECT TO: Reservations, restrictions and easements 
of record and taxes for 1977 and aubsequent,years. 

with warranty coven!lllts. 

· PAlG.E PINNELL, JR. 

~-~~ 
By1Ann RanohN;Lchols., 

r;;Jj':'"' 'M' 
AR a R~OMAS 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
) se. 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The for!'going instciment wai, acJcnowledgea b1tfore me thia lat 

day of Novambe~. 1977 by Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney in Fact for 

Paige Pinnell, Jr., Joseph William Schepps, Arthur L. Thomas and Alton 

Walpole. 

Notary Piibi!o 
My Com111ission Expires, 



Mtn'UAL. EASEMENT 

IT IS AGREED BY AND BETWEEN Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney 

in•Fact pursuant t·o a Power of Attorney recotde.d at the County 

of Santa Ee as Reception Number 409.716 for Paige Pinnell, Jr., 

a married man dealing with his separate property; Joseph William 

Schepps, a single man; Artltur L. Thomas, a single man; and Alton 

Walpole, a single .man; AND Frank Chapman dealing in.his sole_ 

and separate property; and Frank Chapman, as Attorney in Fact 

for Robert K. Potter, Jr. , pur.suant to that Power of Attorney 

recorded in 'the County of Santa Fe, New Mexico; 

WITNESS, the parties hereto, for mutual consideration, 

hereby grant onto each ot-)ler, a perpetual easement upon th'e 

following descrl.l,ed lands, for ingress and egress for any purpose 

and an easement for utility purposes in and upon that portion 

of a road described on that certain plat prepared by r.uy D. Hayden, 

Registered Land Surveyor, from surveys completed on March 14, 

1977, as amended on August 24, 197.7, entitled "LANDS Ol" J.W. 

SCREPPS, A: L, THOMAS, A, WALPOLE & P. PINNELL, JR, 1 WARD NO, 

ONE, Sl\NTA FE, NEW MEXICO, filed with the Clerk of Santa Fe 

county, New Mexico on September 23, 1977, Reception No. Plat f408, 

717 as more particularly described as follows, to-wit: 

That portion of said road lying upo'n tract one and 
that portion of said road lying upon the lands 
designated "now or formerly Frank Chapman" as 
described in said heretofore described Plat of 
Survey~" 

This easement i.s superior and paramount to the rights of any 

of the parties hereto in the reapa0tive servient es-tates so created, 

and th~t it is a covanant running with the land. 

TERRITORIAL ABSTRACT & Tlll.E CO,, ·IIIC. 
T.I. 1/t,e,-, 



: 

WITNESS our hands and seals tiffs, illtrday of October , 19 77, 

.~~\. )lo.,../.(}. Wi ... ll<-,/...,;.I,:_,, 
Ahn Nichols, A orney in Fact 
for Paige Pinnell, Jr, 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
: ss. 
) 

<_;.fr~r --·-r • (<' l':::'7.,..-... _ 
Frink Chapman,Attorney in Fact 
for Robert R. Potter, Jr, 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ill!!_ 
day of Oct_o~bne~r_,,,,_.-• 1977, by Ann Nichols, Attorney in Fact for 
Paige Pinnell, Jr. 

My Commission EKpires, 

6/21/80 

, STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

C.OllNTY OF Sl\NTA FE 
; S8? 
I 

The foregoing 
day of October 

instrument was acknowledged before me this!.!!!!._ 
, 1977, by Joseph William Scheppe. 

My Commission Expires, 

6/21/80 

' ,,. ,,, /' ' ' 

'.,, µ,.,I:-- /(. <rA •·yi'·"""•··-•· 
Nq ary Public • 



.. . . 
~~.,,=-~--~ 
' ' . 

STATE OF NEW MElCICO ) 
1 ss; 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The foregoing instr11111ent was acknowledged before me this ..!illt 
day of Qgt;ober , 19 77, by Arthur L. Thomas. 

My Commission Expires: 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
: ss. 
) 

l . 
\C:t:1·tt t,1·r .,_"'! ~-- ~ 

.The foregoing instr11111ent was acknowledged before me thia .litl1 
day of October , 19 77, by Alton Walpole. 

My Commission Expires: 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
; ss .. 
) 

The fnregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _im_ 
day of OotohoT , 19 77, by Frank Chapman. . 

My Commiesion Expires, 

April 18, 1979 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO' 

couwrY OF SANTA FE 
: ss. 
) 

The foregoing instrument was acknowlodged.before me this~ 
of October , .1977, by Frank Chapman, Attorney in Pact day 

for Robert K. Potter, Jr. 

My Commission Expires: 

April ·UI, 1979 
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Prepared by: 
James W. Siebert & Assoc., Inc 

September 21, 2020 

Variance from Road Design Standards (allowing 1 additional unit on a 14 to 15-foot 
private road. 

Approval Criteria 

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(l) through (5) and, if applicable, to grant a variance. 

(1) One or more of the following special circumstances applies: 

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in 
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that 
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that 
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid; 

The road has existed since late 1970 and has been improved on an annual basis, is in excellent 
condition. The road is maintained by a road sharing agreement. All lot owners using the road 
participate in cost for repairs and improvements. 

(2) The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to 
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. 

r I 

" I l 
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lAN! .. NO ~fl:KtNG 

The width of a road consistent with City standards.for 9 lots would require the above cross 
section.for a 42:foot road which is not.feasible nor is it consistent with low density, rural nature 
of the area. 

(3) The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in 
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 



Other lots served by Camino Cruz Blanca are similar in size to the resulting lots if the variance 
were approved. While the lot size is less than required by the Difficult and Mountainous 
regulation, it is consistent with 2. 5 acre minimum standard of the City Code. 

( 4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the 
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered: 

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category 
or lesser intensity of use; 

A variance is required to create an additional lot. Assuming the variance from the Difficult and 
Mountainous Terrain regulation is approved, the lots would not be inconsistent with from the 
other lots served by the private road. 

(b) consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the 
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and 
policies of the general plan. 

The Road is currently in excellent shape. There are turnouts at regular intervals to allow for 
vehicles to pull over and let fire trucks pass. There is a road sharing agreement for road 
maintenance and all lot owners participate in the agreement. The new driveway to the proposed 
building site can satisfy all requirements of the City Codes. 
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( 5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest. 

The Subdivision residents are in agreement with the lot split and minimal impact to traffic on the 
existing private road. 



Prepared by­

James W. Siebert 

22nd September 2020 

Variance from minimum lot size for lots 
in Difficult and Mountainous Terrain 

Section 14-9.2.S(e) 

C,Asf# 2DZ0-0'02L/1C/ 
2oZD - tozsqz. 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(l) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), 
are required to grant a variance. 

(l)One or more of the following special circumstances applies: 

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from 
others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, 
characteristics that existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which 
the variance is sought, or that were created by natural forces or by government 
action for which no compensation was paid; 



Difficult and 
mountainous 
terrain 
regulations 
adopted in 1987 



( c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be 
resolved by compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided 
in Section 14-1. 7; or 



Comparative analysis R-1 without city water or 
sewer to R-1 with city water & sewer 

10 acre lot in difficult and mountainous terrain with R-1 Zoning. 

R-1 allows one dwelling/acre with water & sewer, or either water or sewer. 

1Oxl=10 dwellings on tract 

l0x0.75 for Difficult & Mountainous Terrain= 7.5 - 7 (rounded down) 

10 acre lot in Difficult & Mountainous Terrain with no city sewer or city water 

10/2.5=4 Dwellings x .75 =3 

7 DU/Acre vs 3 DU/Acre 

R-1 requires 1.375 acre lot to satisfy DMT, 1.375x0.75=1.00± 

R-1 without city water or sewer, 3.33x7.5=2.5 ± 



Since 1987 other city regulations have been adopted to protect hillside 
development such as limitation of heights of cut & fill slopes, height of 
retaining walls, percent of slopes, stormwater drainage management. 



(2) The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than 
financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the standards 
of Chapter 14. 
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(3) The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed 
on other properties in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant 
provisions of Chapter 14. 

Based on surrounding lots, the requested lot split is generally of the 
same or lesser intensity of development. 



( 4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make 
possible the reasonable use of the land or structure. The 
following factors shall be considered: 



(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for 
a different category or lesser intensity of use; 

In order to achieve a similar intensity of use to what exists in the area 
in the vicinity of Mr. Walpole, a variance is required to accomplish a 
lot split. 



(b) consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the 
purpose and intent of the articles and sections from which the variance 
is granted and with the applicable goals and policies of the general plan. 

The lot split is consistent with the minimum lot size for R-1 Zoning 
without city water or city sewer. It satisfies the intent of the city code by 
maintaining lot sizes consistent with acijoining and nearby lots. 



( 5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest 

The public interest is best served by the other lot 
owners in the area who are in agreement with the 
variance allowing/or the lot split. 
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Applicant: James Siebert and Associates, 

Inc. 
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Zoning: 
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1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca 
Daniel A. Esquibel 
R-1 (Residential No City Utilities -
0.4 Dwellings per Acre with net 
lot area of 2.5 acres per single 
family dwellings) 
Suburban Archaeological 
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Proposal: Two variances: 1.) Subsection 
14-7.2(8)(5) for calculation of dwellings within 
the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain (to 
eliminate the 0. 75 reduction in density from the 
calculation of density); 2.) Table 14-7.2(1) 
"Design Criteria for Street Types" (to allow 9 
dwelling units on a Lot Access Driveway). 
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Case #2020-2499. 1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca Variance to 14-7.2(8)(5). James Siebert and 
Associates, Inc., Agent, for Alton Walpole, Owner, requests a variance to Subsection 14-7.2(8)(5) 
for calculation of dwellings within the Mountainous And Difficult Terrain (to eliminate the 0.75 
reduction in density from the calculation of density). The property is approximately 5.63 acres, zoned 
R-1 (Residential - No City Utilities - 0.4 Dwellings per acre with a net lot area of 2.5 acres per single 
family dwellings), and is located within the Suburban Archaeological Review District and area 
mapped as the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. 

Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to [14 7.2(8)(611 Table 14-9.2-(1). James 
Siebert and Associates, Inc., Agent, for Alton Walpole, Owner, requests a variance to [14 7.2(B)(a)] Table 
14-9.2-(1) "Design Criteria for Street Types" to allow 9 dwelling units on a Lot Access Driveway. The 
property is approximately 5.63 acres, zoned R-1 (Residential - No City Utilities - 0.4 Dwellings per acre 
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with a net lot area of 2.5 acres per single family dwellings), and is located within the Suburban 
Archaeological Review District and area mapped as the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. 

I. RECOMMENDATION 
The Land Use Department recommends DENIAL of Case #2020-2499 "1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca 
Variance to 14-7.2(8)(5)", and DENIAL of Case #2020-2592. "1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance 
to Table 14-7.2(1)". 

Three motions will be required in the following order: 
1. Approve or deny Case #2020-2499. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to 14-7.2(8)(5), 

· subject to technical corrections of approval (Exhibit A). 
2. Approve or deny Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to Table 14-

7.2(1). 
3. Approve or deny Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case #2020-2499 and Case #2020-

2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variances presented in Exhibit B. 

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The proposal consists of two variances: 

1. SFCC Subsection 14-7.2(8)(5), for calculation of dwellings within the Mountainous and Difficult 
Terrain (to eliminate the 0. 75 reductions in density from the calculation of density); 

2. SFCC Table 14-9.2-(1) "Design Criteria for Street Types" (to allow nine dwelling units on a Lot 
Access Driveway). 

Both variances are being sought to support the approval of a future lot split at 1623 Camino Cruz 
Blanca. 

The Applicant has complied with Subsections 14-3.1 (E) "Pre-Application Conferences", 14-3.1 (F) "Early 
Neighborhood Notification Procedures" and 14-3.1 (H) "Notice Requirements". 

Staffs analysis finds that the Applicant has not satisfied Subsection 14-3.7(C) "Approval Criteria", for 
the proposed variances requested for Case #2020-2499 and Case# 2020-2592 recommends denial of 
both cases. 

Ill. BACKGROUND 
The property is located at 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca. The Tract of land was created as part of a 5-lot 
subdivision in 1977 entitled "Lands of J.W Schlepps, L. Tomas A. Walpole & P. Pinnell, Jr. Ward No. 
One" (Subdivision) and is identified as Tract Four, containing approximately 5.63 acres. The City did not 
approve the Subdivision. However, the adjacent property to the south received city approval in 1984, for 
a lot split, the adjacent east property received City approved in 1996 for a consolidation/lot line 
adjustment, and north and east property lines of Tract 4 are bounded City property. 
Tract 4 of the Subdivision today is considered a legal lot of record by adjacent lands legal status and 
shared property lines. This type of lot is identified as a legal lot of record by exclusion. 
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The property zoned R-1 (Residential - one dwelling Unit per acre) is identified on the Mountainous 
and Difficult Terrain's official mapped area. 

IV. EXISITNG CONDITIONS 
The property currently is developed with once single-family dwelling, wood deck and solar 
panels. The surrounding lands: 

T bl 1 Ad" a e uacen tP rf rooe 1es 
Direction Property Address Zoning 
North N/A (City Land) 
East NIA (City Land) R-1 (Residential - One Dwelling unit per acre if 
South 1627 Camino De Cruz Blanca connected to City utilities) 
West 1674 Camino De Cruz Blanca 

ACCESS 
The property is accessed from Camino De Cruz Blanca, a private road (GIS measurements identify 
approximately a 25' wide driving surface). Off of Camino de Cruz Blanca, the property is accessed by a 
private ingress/egress easement width is platted as 50 feet. There are eight homes currently using this 
driveway easement. The Applicant states that the road providing access to the property is between 13 to 
15 feet wide. The Applicant states that the north offshoot road is maintained, and adding an additional 
dwelling has little impact. 

The following information was derived from the City's GIS Division and Applicants submittals 
regarding Camino De Cruz Blanca: 

• Camino De Cruz Blanca extends off Camino Cabra (City Road). 
• Camino De Cruz Blanca is a private paved road approximately 40 feet in width connecting to 

Wilderness Gate (derived from the City's Arch GIS Division). 
• There is an offshoot of Camino De Cruz Blanca that extends north to the subject property. 
• The Applicant states that the access road varies in width from approximately 13 feet to 15 

feet (north offshoot). The 1977 plat referenced in Exhibit G, identifies that the access road to 
the property is a 50' wide access easement (north offshoot). 

• From Camino Cabra to the Camino De Cruz Blanca north offshoot, Camino De Cruz Blanca 
serves approximately 30 dwellings. 

• The north offshoot (to the subject property) of Camino De Cruz Blanca serves 8 dwellings. 

FIRE ACCESS 
The City Fire Department provided standard conditions, should the Planning Commission approve 
Cases No. 20-2499 and 20-2592. These conditions are listed both in Exhibit A "Technical Correction" 
and Exhibit C "ORT Comments". 

TERRAIN MANAGEMENT 
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This area of Camino de Cruz Blanca is primarily hilly and semi-rural in character. Mature tree covering 
and sloping terrain blanket the area. There are a series of natural drainage-ways that traverse the 
properties. The primary reason that this property is mapped in the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain is 
due to the fact that much of the property has natural slopes of greater than 20%. 

The Applicant provided topographic information with the site plan. The Applicant's slope analysis 
identifies meeting the definition of the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. The Applicant contends that 
the mountainous and difficult terrain is not listed as a district on the official zoning map or as an overlay 
district within Section 14-5 "Overlay Districts" and is eligible for a variance. 

UTILITIES 
City water is located in the main Camino De Cruse Blanca Road, approximately 1,500 feet away. 
City sewer is not available. Water and sewer is provided by well and septic systems. 

V. ZONING ANALYSIS 
The Mountainous and Difficult Terrain is defined as: 

"Any parcel or portion of a parcel that lies in the area labeled as mountainous and difficult teffain 
on the official zoning map and where over twenty-five percent of the square footage of the parcel 
has an existing slope of over twenty percent." 

Subsection 14-7.2(8) "Calculations of Allowable Dwelling Units" (Exhibit F) explains how the City 
calculates density( the number of dwelling units on a property) or how many lots can be created 
from a single piece of land within a zoned district. 

Calculating Density' 
The following explains the formula following Table 2 of this report. 

a = Acreage taken to two decimal places by a surveyor. 
f = Flood way acres. 
d = See Table 1 "Zoning Calculation value" 
m = Mountainous and Difficult Terrain value (.75). 

114-7 .2(6)(6): 
[l]f the result is other than a whole number, the number shall be rounded down to the nearest whole number 
except as set forth in Subsections 14-7 .2(6)(7) or (8). This is the allowable number of dwelling units for the site; 

14-7 .2(6)(7): 
[l]f the calculation is for a family transfer subdivision as set forth in Subsection 14-3.7(F)(2)(b) and the result in 
Subsection 14-7.2(6)(6) is other than a whole number, the number may be rounded up if it is five-tenths or 
more; 

14-7.2(6)(8): 
[l]f the result in Subsection 14-7.2(6)(6) is other than a whole number, the number may be rounded up if it is 
five-tenths or more; provided that the additional unit resulting from the rounding up meets the requirements of 
Santa Fe Homes Program (SFHP) set forth in Section 26-1 SFCC 1987 (Santa Fe Homes Program) or is a low­
priced dwelling unit meeting the requirements set forth in Section 26-2.3 SFCC 1987 (Requirements for Low­
Priced Dwelling Units). 
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Table 2 Zoning Calculation Value 
Status Calculation Value 

If both City Utilities (water and sewer) is 
Zoning Density value (R1 = 1, R2 = 2 etc.) 

available. 
If one City Utility (water or sewer) is 1 dwelling unit per acre (TABLE 14-7.2-1: Table of 
available. Dimensional Standards for Residential Districts [Note 151). 

If no City Utilities are available. 
0.4 dwelling units per acre (TABLE 14-7.2-1: Table of 
Dimensional Standards for Residential Districts [Note 15)). 

Density = ((a - f) x d) x m 

The density calculation for 1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca allows for one dwelling on the property: 

1.69 = ((5.63 - 0) X .4) X 0. 75 

Table 14-9.2-1 "Design Cn'teria for Street Types" (reference Exhibit F) establishes road construction and 
design corresponding to the number of dwellings accessed off the road. 

Table 3 Street Types 
Lane Lot Access Driveway 

Dwelling Units 0-300 0-8 
Minimum Right-Of-Way width 38' or42' Minimum, 
Width of Driving Lane Two 9' wide lanes One 10' lane 

VI. VARIANCE APPROVAL CRITERIA The variance process balances reasonable use of the 
Applicant's property against compliance with the letter and intent of adopted regulations. The proposal 
must be consistent with at least one of the circumstances listed in Criteria 1 a through 1 d, and must be 
consistent with all of Criteria 2 through 5. 
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Table 4 Variance Approval Criteria- Subsection 14-3.1 S(C) (Case #20-2499) 
Criterion 1: Subsection 14-3.6(C)(1) as follows: One or more of the 
following special circumstances applies: 
(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or 
structure from others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant 
provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that existed at the time of the 
adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that were 
created by natural forces or by government action for which no 
compensation was paid; or 
(b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of 
the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that was created by 
government action for which no compensation was paid; or 
(c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be 
resolved by compliance with the more restrictive provision as provided in 
Section 14-1.7; or 
(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a 
landmark, contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 
(Historic Districts). 
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The Applicant's response states that: 

• "Mr. Walpole bought the subject Jot in 1977. The ordinance adopting the standards for "Difficult 
and Mountainous Terrain" were not adopted until 1987. Mr. Walpole had the right to split his 
lot allowing for two lots on the 5. 6-acre parcel. The proof of ownership is provided by warranty 
deed and plat in Exhibit A-1." 

• "There is the issue of the cumulative impact of the . 7 5 reduction on Jots with no city water and 
city sewer where the minimum lot size is 2. 5 acres." 

Staffs Analysis: 
Regarding the first bullet point above: 
The variance standards are not a mechanism to abrogate or annul City Ordinances because changes to 
city regulations affected lost opportunities. City Ordinances are designed to address minimum standards 
to the public health, safety, and welfare of the general public and address the public interest. Cumulative 
regulations that restrict development intended to protect the public interest does not constitute a special 
circumstance. 

Regarding the second bullet point above: 
The Applicant's second response takes issue to the cumulative impacts. The Applicant identifies that 
Chapter 14 requirements prohibit the Applicant's ability to meet density to divide the property. However, 
the code changes that adjust the density to require City utilities are to regulate housing impacts and 
reduce density, where City sewer and water are not available. Additionally, regulation exists decreasing 
density in the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain. Increasing density, where City utilities are not available 
in severe terrain, jeopardizes groundwater, and impacts drainage. Ordinance regulations related to zoning 
density do not constitute a special circumstance to use as a variance. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C)(1). 

Criterion 2: 
The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than 
financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the standards of 
Chapter 14. 
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The Applicant's response states that: 
"There are 5 lots in the same area served by Camino Cruz Blanc that are less than the lot size of 3.3 
acres, all of which are not served by city water or city sewer. Mr. Walpole is seeking approval of what 
has either been allowed by the city or lots that existed prior to the adoption of the area of Difficult and 
Mountainous Terrain." 

Staffs Analysis: 
Applications to develop property approved by the City under prior code regulations were vetted at that 
time. There are no ordinance provisions that allow new development applications to be retroactively 
processed using previous Ordinance rules. The Applicant's explanation for this Criterion did not address 
why it is infeasible to develop the property "in compliance with the standards". 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied this variance criterion and that it is feasible 
to build on the property without a variance. 

Criterion 3: The intensity of the development shall not exceed that which 
is allowed on other properties in the vicinity that are subject to the same 
relevant provisions of Chapter 14 

The Applicant's response states that: 

Criterion Met: 
(YES/NO) 

NO 

''There are other lots in close proximity to Mr. Walpole that are equal or lesser in size to the lots 
proposed by Mr. Walpole. The area of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain is not a zoning district nor 
an overlay district. It is clear that the minimum lot size from a zoning standpoint per Table 14-7.2-
1 is one dwelling per 2.5 acres. Mr. Walpole can comply with that requirement since he has 5.6 
acres of land and can divide them in such a way that each is a minimum of 2. 5 acres." 

Staffs Analysis: 
The intensity of development for the property is increased by one dwelling unit. Under today's regulations, 
it would not be allowed on any other Tract of land, given the same or less acreage, in the same area, and 
under the same conditions. The legal status of properties in the vicinity of the subject site is unknown or 
approved through the City process. The Applicant's explanation for criterion 14-3.6(C)(3) increases the 
intensity of development on the subject property that is not allowed on other properties in the vicinity, 
under the same conditions and city code criterion. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the variance criterion required by 14-3.6(C)(3) is not applicable. 
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Criterion 4: 
The variance is the mm1mum variance that will make possible the 
reasonable use of the land or structure. The following factors shall be 
considered: 
(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for 
a different category or lesser intensity of use; and 

(b): consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the 
purpose and intent of the articles and sections from which the variance is 
granted and with the applicable goals and policies of the general plan. 
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The Applicant's response to "4a" states that: 
"Mr. Walpole currently has his residence on the 5.6-acre lot. A lesser intensity without a variance 
would mean that he is unable to create another lot putting Mr. Walpole at a disadvantage to other 
lots created in the area that are less the 3. 3 acres required by the City." 

The Applicant's response to "4b" states that: 
"The general plan promotes infill within the urban area. The proposed lot split is in conformance 
with the mandatory density of 2.5 acres but short of the additional reduction in lot size created by 
the cumulative impact of imposing the dimensional standard of the area of Difficult and 
Mountainous Terrain." 

Staffs Analysis (4a): 
Reasonable use is not defined in Chapter 14, but it can be deduced that the zoning regulations in place 
are deemed to allow for reasonable use of ones property as they are passed by the Governing Body. The 
criterion requires the Planning Commission to find that the proposed "variance is the minimum variance 
that will make possible the reasonable use of the land or structure" using the factors of "4a" and "4b". 
While the property could be used for a different category of use (i.e. open space), this alternative would 
not be impractical. The proposed variance is a request to abrogate or annul the Mountainous and Difficult 
Terrain from the density calculation. 

Staffs Analysis (4b): 
The calculations which establish density directly affect health, safety, welfare, land use, and 
development, to protect the public interest. Density, access, safety, terrain management, water, and 
sewer are parts of the General Plan by which the standards in the Land Development Code are derived. 
It is not uncommon to comply with the minimum lot size requirements to divide property, and still not be 
able to divide property or add a second dwelling. 

An example is an R-1 district. Table 14-7.2-1: "Table of Dimensional Standards for Residential 
Districts" regulates density in an R-1 district to 1 dwelling per acre. A one-acre lot is 43,560 square feet. 
Table 14-7.2-1 also regulates minimum lot size allowing a 4,000 square foot lot. The density restriction 
of the R-1 district prohibits the development of more than one dwelling unit per acre, which prohibits the 
creations of additional lots that increase the density beyond one dwelling per acre. Therefore, Chapter 
14 would prohibit ten dwelling units or 10 (4000 square foot lots) on a one-acre lot in an R-1 district. 
When calculating density, Subsection 14-7 .2(8) "Calculations of Allowable Dwelling Units" includes 
additional factors within the formula for calculating density in residential districts. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied this variance criterion. 
Criterion 5: The variance is not contrary to the public interest; 
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The Applicant's response states that 
"At the Early Neighborhood Notice meeting the majority of owners of lots served by Camino Croz 
Blanca attended the virtual meeting. All owners attending the virtual meeting were in support of 
the variance for the lot split. There is no impact to the broader public since any additional 
construction on the property would have limited visibility from outside the immediate area of the 
properties served from Camino Cruz Blanca." 

Staff's Analysis: 
Although public interest is not defined, the public interest has been deemed the zoning regulations created 
and passed by the Governing Body. The public interest is much broader than the benefit obtained by an 
individual or the support or opposition from an Early Neighborhood Notification meeting. The granting of 
the variance may conflict with the overall public interest when the variance has the effect of abrogating or 
annulling the purpose and intent of the regulations designed to protect the public interest, which meets 
the minimum standards for health, safety, and welfare. The requested variance is a request to eliminate 
a standard designed to prevent an increase in density where there is no city water or sewer and "where 
over twenty-five percent of the square footage of the parcel has an existing slope of over twenty 
percent." A variance which affects to abrogate or annul the standards is contrary to the public interest. 
The granting of a variance is not in conjunction with the public interest. 

Staff's analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied this variance criterion. 

Table 5 Variance Approval Criteria- Subsection 14-3.16(C) (Case No. 20-2592) 

Criterion 1: Subsection 14-3.6(C)(1) as follows: One or more of the 
following special circumstances applies: 
(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or 
structure from others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant 
provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that existed at the time of the 
adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that were 
created by natural forces or by government action for which no 
compensation was paid; or 
(b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of 
the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that was created by 
government action for which no compensation was paid; or 
(c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be 
resolved by compliance with the more restrictive provision as provided in 
Section 14-1.7; or 
(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a 
landmark, contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 
(Historic Districts). 
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The Applicant's response states that: 

• "Camino Cruz Blanca has existed since 1970 's. It is a narrow road due principally to the rocky 
nature of the area and the desire to disturb no more than was necessary to protect the natural 
vegetation of the area. The city has recognized these lots as legal lots of record by the 
authorization of building permits. The developed road width varies from 13-15 feet. There were 
few standards at the time that the lots were created, and the private road was constructed. 
Section 14-9.2-1 of the City Code does allow up to eight homes on a roadway of this width. 
Discussions with the Fire Marshal have indicated that a ninth home seNed by this road would 
be acceptable. The final decision on this matter awaits the Fire Marshal review. Under the 
International Fire Code, the Fire Marshal has the discretion to allow homes on a roadway of 
less than 20 feet." 

Staffs Analysis: 
New developments are required to ameliorate impacts and remedy existing deficiencies to meet the 
minimum standards for health, safety, and welfare. The Applicant is requesting this variance for a future 
proposed land division. Chapter 14 design standards for a road, providing access to nine dwelling units, 
require constructing a lane. The existing road is built, within a 50' wide access easement, as shown on a 
plat of survey (Exhibit G). The special circumstances presented by the Applicant is the age of the 
easement, driving surface, rocky nature of the area, and a desire to preserve existing vegetation. While 
natural topography can qualify as a special circumstance for Criterion 14-3.6(C)(1)(a), there were not any 
submittals to establish that the road cannot be developed in compliance with Chapter 14. Neither the age 
of the easement, driving surface, or the desire to preserve the existing vegetation addresses the criterion 
as a special circumstance that distinguishes the land or structure from others in the vicinity. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C)(1 ). 
Criterion 2: 
The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than 
financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the standards of 
Chapter 14. 
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The Applicant's response states that: 
"The road cross section for 9 lots would be a 42-foot easement or right-of way with two travel lanes of 
9 feet, curb and gutter on each side of two feet, a 5-foot planter strip and a 5-foot sidewalk. The 
Planning Commission is granted the discretion by the City Code to allow for other types of road based 
the local circumstance. "The arrangement of streets in a development shall: (b) "conform to a plan for 
the neighborhood approved by the planning commission to meet a particular situation where 
topographic or other conditions make continuance of or conformance to existing streets 
impracticable." In this case the plan for the neighborhood is the covenants that have been adopted for 
the area." 

Staff's Analysis: 
The Criterion of 14-3.6(C)(2), requiring a finding where a "special circumstances make it infeasible, for 
reasons other than financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 
14."The Applicant states that the Planning Commission has the discretion and the neighborhood 
covenants establish a neighborhood plan. Nothing within the Applicant explanation for Criterion of 14-
3.6(C)(2) addresses why it is infeasible to develop the property in compliance with the standards. 

Staff's analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C)(2). 

Criterion 3: The intensity of the development shall not exceed that which 
is allowed on other properties in the vicinity that are subject to the same 
relevant provisions of Chapter 14 

The Applicant's response states that: 

Criterion Met: 
(YES/NO) 

NO 

"Other properties in the area are already smaller is size than what is proposed by Mr. Walpole." 

Staff's Analysis: 
The Applicant did not address the criterion relative to the variance request. The request is to add an 
additional dwelling to a local access drive that would otherwise require an upgrade to a lane. The size of 
other properties in the area does not address the development's intensity on the road or the area or why 
the standard should be waived or varied. The request is to increase the dwelling threshold standards 
associated with a lot access drive. The request ultimately eliminates an upgrade to a lane standard by 
increasing the number of dwellings on a lot access drive. Under today's regulations, decreasing road 
standards baring variances with special circumstances would not be allowed under the same conditions. 
The legal status of other properties in the vicinity is unknown or was approved under city review at the 
time of approval. The Applicant's explanation for criterion 14-3.6(C)(3) compares the lot sizes of other 
properties relative to the applicants but does not discuss the intensity of development relative to the road. 

Staff's analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C)(3). 
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Criterion 4: 
The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the 
reasonable use of the land or structure. The following factors shall be 
considered: 
(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for 
a different category or lesser intensity of use; and 

(b): consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the 
purpose and intent of the articles and sections from which the variance is 
granted and with the applicable goals and policies of the general plan. 

The Applicant's response to "4a" states that: 

Criterion Met: 
(YES/NO) 

NO 

"The property can remain in its current state but there is a certain injustice created by the fact that 
other subdivisions have taken place where lots are smaller than proposed by Mr. Walton." 

The Applicant's response to "4b" states that: 
"The Planning Commission is granted the authority by Code to allow for roads that are more 
representative of the development pattern in the existing neighborhood. This is certainly the case 
where this private road has existed since the 1970 's. The general plan does state that the 
character of the sut10unding neighborhood should be recognized when considering new 
development." 

Staff's Analysis (4a): 
Reasonable use is not defined in Chapter 14, but it can be deduced that the zoning regulations in place 
are deemed to allow for reasonable use of one's property. The criterion requires the Planning Commission 
to find that the proposed "variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of 
the land or structure" using the factors of "4a" and "4b". While the land could be used for a different 
category of use or lesser intensity of use (i.e., open space), this alternative would not be practical since it 
is developed for residential access. The Applicant did not address the criteria discussing a variance to 
road standards, but a comparison to other properties relative to the Applicant's property. 

Staff's Analysis (4b): 
The Applicant did not address the criterion. The authority of the Planning Commission is regulated by the 
findings established within the parameters of Chapter 14. Nothing within the variance criteria provides for 
arbitrary decisions. The General Plan is a Resolution and supports Chapter 14 "Land Development Code." 
The Standards of Chapter 14 are designed to mitigate impacts to the surrounding area for project 
development in existing and new neighborhoods. The Applicant's statement does not address 14-
3.6(C){4)(b). 

Staff's analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 
14-3.6(C){4). 
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Criterion 5: The variance is not contrary to the public interest; 

The Applicant's response states that 

Criterion Met: 
(YES/NO) 

NO 

"At the ENN the neighbors and residents of the larger subdivision were universally in support of 
the Jot split. There is no adverse impact on the large interpretation of public interest." 

Staffs Analysis: 
Although public interest is not defined, the public interest has been deemed the regulations created and 
passed by the Governing Body. The public interest is much broader than the benefit obtained by an 
individual or the support or opposition from an Early Neighborhood Notification meeting. The granting of 
the variance may conflict with the overall public interest when the variance is inconsistent with findings 
required to grant a variance. The granting of a variance must be consistent with at least one of the 
circumstances listed in Criteria 1a through 1d and must be consistent with all of Criteria 2 through 5. The 
Applicant did not establish the necessary findings that warrant an easing or variance. The granting of a 
variance is not in conjunction with the public interest. Rather, only the recipient of the variance is 
benefitted. 

Staffs analysis identifies that the Applicant has not satisfied the variance criterion required by Subsection 14-
3.6(C)(5). 

VII. EARLY NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION 
The Applicant conducted a virtual ENN meeting using "Zoom" on August 04, 2020 at 5:30. Several 
members of the public were in attendance. There no concerns raised by attendees. 

VIII. EXPIRATION 
The expiration date for a variance is listed in Subsection 14-3.19(8) "Expiration of Development 
Approvals". Variances shall expire three years after final action unless actual development of the site or 
offsite improvements has begun and is continued pursuant to Subsection 14-3.19(6)(6)." 

Should the Planning Commission approve the variances and adopt all the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law, the expiration date would be October 1, 2023. 

IX. EXHIBITS: 

EXHIBIT A: Technical Conditions 

EXHIBIT B: Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

EXHIBIT C: Development Review Team (DRT) 
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1) City Subdivision Engineer (Terrain Management), Dee Beingessner 
2) Fire Department, Geronimo Griego 
3) Traffic Division, John Romero 

EXHIBIT D: Early Neighborhood Notification 
1) Guidelines 
2) ENN Notes 

EXHIBIT E: Maps and Photos 
1) Current Zoning Map 
2) Aerial Photo 

EXHIBIT F: Code Material 
1) Subsection 14-7.2(8) "Calculations of Allowable Dwelling Units 
2) Table 14-9.2-1 "Design Criteria for Street Types" 

EXHIBIT G: Applicant Material 
1) Application 
2) 1977 plat 

APPROVED AS TO FORM· 
Title 
Planning and Land Use Director 
Land Use Planner Manager 
Land Use Planner Senior 
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Elias Isaacson, AICP 
Noah Berke, AICP, CFM 
Dan Esquibel 

Initials 
ESI 
NLB 
DAE 
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EXHIBIT A 
Technical Corrections 

Case #2020-2499 and 2020-2597 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca Variances 

Technical Corrections of approval 

Fire apparatus access shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet exclusive of 
shoulders and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches (I FC 2009 
Section 503.2.1) 

Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as per IFC, or an emergency 
turn-around that meets the IFC requirements shall be provided. (Appendix D Table D103.4) 

Shall comply with table D103.4 Requirements for Dead-End Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 

Fire Department shall have 150 feet distance to any portion of the building on any new 
construction. (IFC 2009 section 503.1.1) 

507.5 Fire hydrant systems. Fire hydrant systems shall comply with Sections 507.5.1 through 
507.5.6. 507.5.1 Where required. Where a portion of the facility or building hereafter 
constructed or moved into or within the jurisdiction is more than 400 feet (122 m) from a 
hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured by an approved route around the 
exterior of the facility or building. 

Shall have water supply that meets fire flow requirements as per IFC (Appendix B) 

Shall comply with Section D102.1 Access and Loading (75,000 lbs). 

Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as per IFC, or an emergency 
turn-around that meets the IFC requirements shall be provided. (Appendix D Table D103.4) 

Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.5 Fire apparatus access road gates. 

Shall comply with IFC 2009, Appendix D, Aerial Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 

Shall meet the IFC code requirements 2009 edition or the most current edition the governing 
body has adopted at the time of permitting. 
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Fire Division At the time of any 
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Case #2020-2499 

City of Santa Fe 
Planning Commission 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca; Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) (density) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca; Variance to SFCC Table 14-7.2(1) (street design) 

Owner's/Applicant's Name - Alton Walpole 
Agent's Name - James Siebert and Associates, Inc. 

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission (Commission) for hearing on October 1, 
2020, upon the applications (Applications) of James Siebert and Associates, Inc., as agent for 
Alton Walpole (Applicant). The Applications pertain to 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca, totaling 
approximately 5.63 acres (Property). The Property is wned R-1. 

The Applicant requests two variances from the Santa Fe City Code (SFCC) as follows: (I) a 
variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5), which requires a 0.75 reduction in density for a parcel that 
lies within mountainous and difficult terrain and where 25% or more of the parcel has a natural 
slope greater than 20%; and (2) a variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1, which provides that a lot 
access driveway may serve a maximum of 8 dwelling units. 

After conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons, the 
Commission hereby FINDS, as follows: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

General 

I. At the hearing, the Commission received reports from staff, testimony and evidence from the 
Applicant, and testimony offered by any interested members of the public. 

2. The SFCC Section 14-3.1 sets out certain procedures to be followed on the Application, 
including, without limitation, (a) a pre-application conference [SFCC Section 14-3.l(E)]; (b) 
an Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting [SFCC Section 14-3.l(F)(2)(vii)]; and 
(c) compliance with notice and public hearing requirements [SFCC Section 14-3.l(H)-(l)]. 

3. A pre-application conference was held on October 24, 2019 in accordance with SFCC Section 
14-3.l(E). 

4. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.l(H)(l), notice of the ENN meeting was properly given. 
5. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.l(F), a virtual ENN meeting was conducted on August 4, 

2020 using "Zoom". The ENN meeting was attended by a representative of the Applicant, one 
member of City staff, and eight neighbors, who raised no concerns. 

6. Pursuant to the SFCC Section 14-3.16(A), "[!]and use boards may approve variances to the 
provisions of Chapter 14 ... regulating the size, location and appearance of structures." 

7. Pursuant to SFCC Sections 14-2.3(C)(3) and 14-3.16(A), the Commission has the authority 
to review and approve or disapprove variances. 



Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

8. City staff reviewed the Applications and related materials and information submitted by the 
Applicant for conformity with applicable SFCC requirements and provided the Commission 
with a written report of its findings (Staff Report), which evaluates the factors relevant to the 
Application. 

9. Staff recommended that the Commission deny the variances requested in both Applications. 
I 0. SFCC Section l 4-3. l 6(B) sets out procedures for variance applications and requires the 

Commission to hold a public hearing and approve, approve with conditions, or deny the 
variance aplication. 

11. SFCC Section l 4-3. l 6(C) sets out approval criteria and requires the Commission to make 
complete findings of fact sufficient to show that these criteria have been met before granting 
a variance. 

Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5} 

12. SFCC Section 14-12.1 defines "density" as "[t]he extent of development per unit of area. In 
residential areas or development projects, density is typically expressed in dwelling units per 
acre." 

13. SFCC Section 14-7.2(A)-(B) and SFCC Table 14-7.2-1 set forth the manner for calculating 
allowable density, specifically, the maximum number of dwelling units per acre. 

14. Under SFCC Table 14-7.2-1 (Table of Dimensional Standards for Residential Districts), Note 
15, the "maximum gross density in districts that permit residential use is 0.4 dwelling units 
per acre if neither public sewer or water is provided, and one dwelling unit per acre if either 
public sewer or water is provided." 

15. The Property lacks public sewer and public water. 
16. SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) provides that when calculating allowable density, the allowable 

density for a parcel should be reduced by 0.75 if the parcel lies within mountainous and 
difficult terrain and if25% or more of the parcel has a natural slope greater than 20%. 

17. SFCC Section 14-12.1 defines "mountainous and difficult terrain" as "[a]ny parcel or portion 
of a parcel that lies in the area labeled as mountainous and difficult terrain on the official 
zoning map and where over twenty-five percent of the square footage of the parcel has an 
existing slope of over twenty percent." 

18. The Property that meets the SFCC definition of mountain and difficult terrain and falls within 
the mapped area identified as mountainous and difficult terrain. 

19. Under SFCC Section l 4-7.2(B)(8), when calculating density, "if the result is other than a 
whole number, the number shall be rounded down to the nearest whole number .... This is 
the allowable number of dwelling units for the site." 

20. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-7.2(A)-(B) and SFCC Table 14-7.2-1, the density calculation 
for allowable dwelling units on the Property equals 1.69 dwelling units on approximately 5.63 
acres, which must be rounded down to 1 dwelling unit. 

21. In the Application, the Applicant asks the Commission to grant a variance to SFCC Section 
14-7.2(B)(5) to eliminate the 0.75 reduction in density from the calculation of allowable 
dwelling units on the Property. 

22. Approval of the Applicant's proposed variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) would yield a 
density calculation of2.25 allowable dwelling units on approximately 5.63 acres, which must 
be rounded down to 2 dwelling units. 
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Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca - Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

23. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(l)(a), the Commission finds that there are no unusual 
physical characteristics distinguish the Property from others in the vicinity that are subject to 
the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

24. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(J)(b), the Commission finds that the Property is not a 
legal nonconforming lot because the Property currently conforms to the maximum allowable 
density set forth in the SFCC. 

25. Pursuantto SFCC Section I 4-3. l 6(C)(l )( c ), the Commission finds that there is not an inherent 
conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by compliance with the more 
restrictive provision. 

26. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(l)(d), the Commission finds that the Property has not 
been designated as a landmark, contributing, or significant property. 

27. The Commission finds that the Applicant has failed to meet the criterion set forth in SFCC 
Section 14-3.16(C)(l). 

28. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(2), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that special circumstances make it infeasible to develop the property in 
compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. The Property has already been developed in 
accordance with the standards of Chapter 14. 

29. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(3), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that granting the variance would not increase the intensity of development 
beyond that which allowed on other properties in the vicinity. Granting the variance would 
increase the intensity of development by one dwelling unit. Under today's regulations, the 
density increase would not be allowed on any other tract of land in the same vicinity that is 
within mountainous and difficult terrain and lacks public sewer and water. 

30. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(4), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that this is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use 
of the land. The Property already contains the maximum number of dwelling units permitted 
by the SFCC, which constitutes a reasonable use. The remainder of the Property can be used 
for a different category of use (i.e. open space). The density provisions in the SFCC are based 
on provisions of the General Plan that are intended to protect health, safety, and welfare. The 
ability to subdivide land in compliance with minimum lot size requirements does not entitle 
a property owner to create more dwelling units than would otherwise be permitted by the 
SFCC. 

31. Pursuant to SFCC Section I 4-3.16(C)(5), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that the variance would not be contrary to the public interest. The requested 
variance would eliminate a standard designed to protect the public interest by limiting density 
in areas "where over twenty-five percent of the square footage of the parcel has an existing 
slope of over twenty percent." This limitation serves the public interest by preventing 
drainage and erosion problems. 

32. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(6), the Commission finds that there are no additional 
requirements, or supplemental or special findings required by other provisions of Chapter 14. 
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Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

33. SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 (Design Criteria for Street Types) provides that a lot access driveway 
may be used to serve a maximum of8 dwelling units, carries "minimum" average daily traffic, 
contains I auto lane, and is a minimum of 10 feet wide. 

34. The existing access road provides access to 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca serves 8 dwelling 
units, has a dirt driving surface, and is between 13 and 15 feet wide. 

35. The existing access road is located on a SO-foot-wide access easement. 
36. In the Application, the Applicant asks the Commission to grant a variance to SFCC Table 14-

9 .2-1 to allow the existing lot access driveway to serve 9 dwelling units. 
37. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(I)(a), the Commission finds that there are no unusual 

physical characteristics distinguish the Property from others in the vicinity that are subject to 
the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

38. Pursuant to SFCC Section I4-3.16(C)(l)(b), the Commission finds that the existing access 
road is not a legal nonconforming road because the road currently conforms to the design 
standards for a lot access driveway. 

39. Pursuant to SFCC Section l 4-3.16(C)(l )( c ), the Commission finds that there is not an inherent 
conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by compliance with the more 
restrictive provision. 

40. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(l)(d), the Commission finds that the Property has not 
been designated as a landmark, contributing, or significant property. 

41. The Commission finds that the Applicant has failed to meet the criterion set forth in SFCC 
Section 14-3.16(C)(l). 

42. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(2), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that special circumstances make it infeasible to develop the property in 
compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. The existing access roads meets existing design 
criteria in Chapter 14 for a lot access driveway, and the Property has already been developed 
at the density permitted by the SFCC. 

43. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(3), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that granting the variance would not increase the intensity of development 
beyond that which allowed on other properties in the vicinity. Granting the variance would 
increase use of the existing access road by one dwelling unit. Under today's regulations, this 
increased capacity would not be allowed for any other tract of land that uses the existing 
access road. 

44. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3. l 6(C)( 4 ), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that this is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use 
of the land. The Property currently has access via a lot access driveway that meets the design 
criteria in the SFCC, and the Property already contains the maximum number of dwelling 
units permitted by the SFCC. 

45. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(5), the Commission finds that the Applicant has failed 
to demonstrate that the variance would not be contrary to the public interest. The street design 
criteria were adopted to further the public interest. Granting the variance would increase the 
number of dwelling units and average daily traffic beyond what the SFCC permits for a lot 
access driveway and would benefit only the Applicant. 
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Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca - Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

46. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.16(C)(6), the Commission finds that there are no additional 
requirements, or supplemental or special findings required by other provisions of Chapter 14. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted at the hearing, the 
Commission CONCLUDES as follows: 

General 

I. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.1, all procedures regarding the pre-application conference, 
ENN meeting, notice, and public hearing requirements have been followed. 

2. The Commission has the power and authority at law and under the Code to review the 
requested variances and to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the Applications. 

Variances to SFCC Section 14-7.2(8)(5) 

3. The Property is allowed to have a maximum gross density of .4 dwelling units per acre 
because the Property lacks public sewer and public water. 

4. The Property is subject to an additional 0.75 reduction in maximum allowable density 
because the Property is located within mountainous and difficult terrain. 

5. The variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(8)(5) should not be granted because the Applicant 
has failed to meet all of the approval criteria for the variance. 

Variances to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

6. The existing access road meets the design criteria for a lot access driveway. 
7. The variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 should not be granted because the Applicant has 

failed to meet all of the approval criteria for the variance. 

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE 1st DAY OF OCTOBER 2020 BY THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE: 

Considering the foregoing findings and conclusions, the Commission denies the variance to SFCC 
Section 14-7.2(8)(5), as requested in Case #2020-2499; and the Commission denies the variance 
to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1, as requested in Case #2020-2592. 

John 8. Hiatt 
Chairperson 
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Case #2020-2499 
1623 Camino De Cruz Blanca - Variance to SFCC Section 14-7.2(B)(5) 
Case #2020-2592 
1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca- Variance to SFCC Table 14-9.2-1 

FILED: 

Yolanda Y. Vigil 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Date 

October 1, 2020 
Sally A. Paez Date 
Assistant City Attorney 
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RE: Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to [14-7.2(8)(5)] Table 
14-9.2-(1). 

ROMERO, JOHN J <jjromero1@santafenm.gov> 
Wed 9/16/2020 2:42 PM 

To: ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A <daesquibel@santafenm.gov> 

Hi Dan, 

I have no comment. 

-jjr 

From: ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A.<daesquibel@santafenm.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 2:20 PM 
To: ROMERO, JOHN J <jjromero1@santafenm.gov> 

Subject: Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to (14-7.2(8)(5)] Table 14-9.2-(1). 

Please comment: 
Case #2020-2592. 1623 Camino de Cruz Blanca Variance to [14 7.2(B)(S)] Table 14-9.2-(1 ). 

Dan Esquibel 
Planner Senior 
Land Use Dept., Current Planning Division 
Office: 505-955-6587 

Email: daesguibel@santafenm.gov 

9/17/2020, 02:24 PM 



Date: 09/22/2020 

Development Review Team 

Comment Form 

Staff person: Geronimo Griego 

Dept/Div: Fire Prevention 

Case: 2020-2499 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca Variances 

Case Mgr: Dan Esquibel 

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicable 
standards if the following are met: 

Conditions of Approval: 
by: 

Technical Corrections•: 

1. Fire apparatus access shall have an unobstructed width of not 
less than 20 feet exclusive of shoulders and an unobstructed 
vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches (IFC 2009 
Section 503.2.1) 

2. Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as 
per IFC, or an emergency tum-around that meets the IFC 
requirements shall be provided. (Appendix D Table Dl03.4) 

3. Shall comply with table Dl03.4 Requirements for Dead-End 
Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 

4. Fire Department shall have 150 feet distance to any portion of 
the building on any new construction. (IFC 2009 section 
503.1.1) 

5. 507.5 Fire hydrant systems. Fire hydrant systems shall 
comply with Sections 507.5.1 through 507.5.6. 
507.5.1 Where required. Where a portion of the facility or 
building hereafter constructed or moved into or within the 
jurisdiction is more than 400 feet (122 m) from a hydrant on a 
fire apparatus access road, as measured by an approved route 
around the exterior of the facility or building. 

6. Shall have water supply that meets fire flow requirements as 
per IFC (Annendix B) 

Must be completed 

I 
Prior t? ~Janning 

_ comm1ss10n. 

Must be completed by: 

At the time of any 
new construction 
or remodel. 



7. Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.2 Grade. Fire 
apparatus access roads shall not exceed IO percent in grade. 

8. Shall comply with Section D102.1 Access and Loading 
(75,000 lbs). 

9. Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as 
per IFC, or an emergency tum-around that meets the IFC 
requirements shall be provided. (Appendix D Table D103.4) 

10. Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.5 Fire apparatus 
access road gates. 

11. Shall comply with IFC 2009, Appendix D, Aerial Fire 
Apparatus Access Roads. 

12. Shall meet the IFC code requirements 2009 edition or the 
most current edition the governing body has adopted at the 
time of permitting. 

*Must made prior to recording and/or permit issuance 
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Case #2020-2499. 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca Variances & Case 2020-2494. 113 
Washington Avenue Variance 

BEINGESSNER, DEE <dabeingessner@santafenm.gov> 
Thu 8/27/2020 10:01 PM 

To: ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. <daesquibel@santafenm.gov> 

Dan, 
I had no comments for the two subject cases. 

Dee 

8/28/2020, 08:33 AM 
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ENN GUIDELINES 

Applicant Information 

Project Name: 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca Variance of Chapter 14-7.2(8)5) Mountainous & Difficult Terrain 
Alton (CIO James W. Siebert & 

Name: Walpole Assoc. 

Address: 

Last 

1623 Camino Cruz Blanca 
Street Address 

Santa Fe 
City 

First 

Phone: ...,__.Ll.ec9-=-8-=-3-5=5-=-88=--------- E-mail Address: 

M.I. 

SuiteAJnit # 

NM 
state 

jim@jwsiebert.com 

87505 
ZIP Code 

Please address each of the criteria below. Each criterion is based on the Early Neighborhood Notfflcation 
(ENN) guidelines for meetings, and can be found In Section 14-3.1(F)(5) SFCC 2001, as amended, of the Santa 
Fe City Code. A short narrative should address each criterion (if applicable) in order to facilitate discussion of 
the project at the ENN meeting. These guidelines should be submitted with the application for an ENN meeting 
to enable staff enough time to distribute to the interested parties. For additional detail about the criteria, 
consult the Land Development Code. 

(a) EFFECT ON CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOODS For example: 
number of stories, average setbacks, mass and scale, landscaping, lighting, access to public places, open 
spaces and trails. 

This area of Santa Fe is an area of low density residential development. At 2.81 acres per lot for the two lots the lot sizes are 
not too dissimilar to the lot sizes in the area. The houses tend to be larger in this forested area of Santa Fe and neither Mr. 
Walpole's house nor the house that is proposed on the additional lot that is requested will be as large as some of the existing 
houses in the area. This is the area of Santa Fe that is heavily forested with Pine Trees. The area for landscape is 
minimized since the preservation of the existing vegetation minimizes the need to supplement the property with non-native 
species. The Santa Fe National Forest adjoins this property on the west side serving as a natural buffer from other 
residences. 

(b) EFFECT ON PROTECTION OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT For example: trees, open space, rivers, 
arroyos, floodplains, rock outcroppings, escarpments, trash generation, fire risk, hazardous materials, 
easements, etc. 

There is an area that is suitable for the construction of an additional dwelling that satisfies city terrain management 
regulations. That area does not have a flood plain, rock outcroppings and is not located within an escarpment and has limited 
visibility from other view sheds areas of Santa Fe. There are no hazardous materials on the site and the threat of forest fires 
is always a concern for this area of Santa Fe. There is an easement that was granted by the Walpole's to allow a neighbor to 
construct a leach field on his property since his property is flatter and has better soils for leach fields than his neighbor. 

(c) IMPACTS ON ANY PREHISTORIC, HISTORIC, ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR CULTURAL SITES OR 
STRUCTURES, INCLUDING ACEQUIAS AND THE HISTORIC DOWNTOWN For example: the project's 
compatibility with historic or cultural sites located on the property where the project is proposed. 

Although an archaeological study is not required it is an unlikely area for early Indian habitation since there is no 
continuous supply of water for this area. The property is located at a considerable distance from other historical of 
cultural sites. There are no acequias on or near the property. 

I 



ENN Questionnaire 
Page 2 of3 

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING DENSITY AND LAND USE WITHIN THE SURROUNDING AREA AND WITH 
LAND USES AND DENSITIES PROPOSED BY THE CITY GENERAL PLAN For example: how are existing City 
Code requirements for annexation and rezoning, the Historic Districts, and the General Plan and other 
policies being met. 

The existing densities are exceptionally low in this area of Santa Fe. The densities are limited by the lack of city water and 
sewer. The extension of city water and sewer would be extremely difficult due to the amount of rock that would have to be 
excavated to construct water and sewer to the homes sites, many of which are several hundred feet off the access road. This 
area was part of the original Santa Fe Grant zoned in the 1950's at the lowest residential density due to difficult terrain 
conditions. The subject lot is not included in the Historic District. The City General Plan recommends low density 
development for this area of Santa Fe. 

(e) EFFECTS ON PARKING, TRAFFIC PATTERNS, CONGESTION, PEDESTRIAN SAFETY, IMPACTS OF THE 
PROJECT ON THE FLOW OF PEDESTRIAN OR VEHICULAR TRAFFIC AND PROVISION OF ACCESS FOR 
THE DISABLED, CHILDREN, LOW-INCOME AND ELDERLY TO SERVICES For example: increased access to 
public transportation, alternate transportation modes, traffic mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts, 
pedestrian access to destinations and new or improved pedestrian trails. 

The traffic for this area is limited since few people live on the private road that serves this house and a limited number of 
houses in the area. The larger lots reduce the number of dwellings. Traffic congestion is not a problem for this area of Santa 
Fe. Given the steepness of the area the disabled would have a difficult time accessing the dwelling or generally walking in 
the area. 

(f) IMPACT ON THE ECONOMIC BASE OF SANTA FE For example: availability of jobs to Santa Fe residents; 
market impacts on local businesses; and how the project supports economic development efforts to 
improve living standards of neighborhoods and their businesses. 

The construction of another dwelling will provide a limited number of jobs. An additional home would create a demand 
for a variety of services and food and supply purchases. 

(g) EFFECT ON THE AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND AVAILABILITY OF HOUSING CHOICES FOR 
ALL SANTA FE RESIDENTS For example: creation, retention, or improvement of affordable housing; how the 
project contributes to serving different ages, incomes, and family sizes; the creation or retention of affordable 
business space. 

Affordable housing is not proposed since this is a lot split and is not subject to affordable housing. Given the location and 
current housing market it is assumed that the house to be constructed on the future lot will be occupied by a family without 
children. This property is zoned residential and businesses be they, high end or affordable are not allowed in this area. 

(h) EFFECT UPON PUBLIC SERVICES SUCH AS FIRE, POLICE PROTECTION, SCHOOL SERVICES AND OTHER 
PUBLIC SERVICES OR INFRASTRUCTURE ELEMENTS SUCH AS WATER, POWER, SEWER, COMMUNICATIONS, 
BUS SYSTEMS, COMMUTER OR OTHER SERVICES OR FACILITIES For example: whether or how the project 
maximizes the efficient use or improvement of existing infrastructure; and whether the project will contribute to the 
improvement of existing public infrastructure and services. 

No new city utility service is required for this lot split. The new house will have to install a new well and septic tank and leach 
field. Water and sewer service is independent of the need to extend those utilities to the house. Bus service is at a 
considerable distance from the house and it is unlikely thatit would be used by the residents of the new lot.. Electrical power 
and communication facilities are currently available to the existina lot and will also be available to the new residence. 



ENN Questionnaire 
Page 3 of3 

(i) IMPACTS UPON WATER SUPPLY, AVAILABILITY AND CONSERVATION METHODS For example: 
conservation and mitigation measures; efficient use of distribution lines and resources; effect of 
construction or use of the project on water quality and supplies. 

The new lot will have to comply with water offset requirements that specify .25 acre feet of water to be delivered to the 
city through the purchase of water offsets available either from the city or private parties. Conservation measures are 
now mandated by the City, State and Federal codes. Those codes are enforced as part of the building permit review at 
the time a permit for construction is submitted to the city. 

(j) EFFECT ON THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR COMMUNITY INTEGRATION AND SOCIAL BALANCE THROUGH MIXED 
LAND USE, PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN, AND LINKAGES AMONG NEIGHBORHOODS AND RECREATIONAL 
ACTIVITY AND EMPLOYMENT CENTERS For example: how the project improves opportunities for community 
integration and balance through mixed land uses, neighborhood centers and/or pedestrian-oriented design. 

This is a part of the city that is isolated from the rest of the community. The ability to have integration and social balance is 
limited by the low density and distance from community facilities that exist for this area of Santa Fe. The closest major 
institution to this property is St Johns College where there is some possible interaction created by the schools programs to 
encourage interaction between older residents and the discussion of a variety of reading materials. 

(k) EFFECT ON SANTA FE'S URBAN FORM For example: how are policies of the existing City General Plan being 
met? Does the project promote a compact urban form through appropriate infill development? Discuss the project's 
effect on intra-city travel and between employment and residential centers. 

This is an infill project in the sense that the surrounding area is largely developed. It does not promote a compact urban form 
and was never designed to do so given the terrain in the area and proximity to the National Forest. The typical homeowner 
for the area is either retired or semi-retired and works from home. Travel to employment centers would be limited since the 
likely resident for the new lot would be retired or semi-retired. 

(I) ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (optional) 



Project Name 

Project Location 

Project Description 

Applicant I Owner 

Agent 

Pre-App Meeting 
Date 

ENN Meeting Date 

ENN Meeting 
Location 

Application Type 

Land Use Staff 

Other Staff 

Attendance 

Notes/Comments: 

City of Santa Fe 
Land Use Department 
Early Neighborhood Notification Meeting Notes 

I ENN: 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca 

I 1623 Camino Cruz Blanca 

Proposed variance to Chapter 14-7.2(8)(5), calculations of dwelling within 
the mountainous and difficult terrain, and variance to 14-9.2.SE/Table 14-
.9.2-1 to allow nine homes on a driveway where the construction of a 
Lane is reauired. 

I Alton Walpole 

I James Siebert and Associates, Inc. 

I October 24, 2019 

I August 04, 2020 

I Virtual meeting via Zoom 

ENN 

I Dan Esquibel 

None 

8 

The Applicant conducted an a virtual ENN meeting via Zoom on August 04, 2020. There were 
8 people attended the virtual meeting, not including the Applicants and the Applicant's Agent. 
The Applicant's agent explained the variance requests and answered a few questions. There 
were no concerns or opposition raised. 
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14-7.-2(8) Calculation of Allowable Dwelling Units 

(A) Prior to any development approval, the maximum allowable number of dwelling units shall be 

calculated for the site as a whole as follows: 
(1) determine the total number of acres in the site to two decimal places, as certified by a 

professional land surveyor or professional engineer and 

(2) determine the total flood way acres in the site to two decimal places, as certified by a 

professional land surveyor or professional engineer and 

(3) subtract the sum of the flood way acres calculated in Subsection 14-7.2(8)(2) from the total 

number of acres of the site calculated in Subsection 14-7.2(8)(1); 

(4) multiply the remaining acres by the applicable gross density factor of the district as shown in 

Table 14-7.2-1; 

(5) for a parcel, any portion of which lies in the area labeled as mountainous and difficult terrain 

on Exhibit "I" following Chapter 14 and where twenty-five percent or more of the parcel has 

a natural slope greater than twenty percent, multiply the result calculated in Subsection 14-

7.2(8)(4) by 0.75; 

(6) if the result is other than a whole number, the number shall be rounded down to the nearest 
whole number except as set forth in Subsections 14-7.2(8)(7) or (8). This is the allowable 

number of dwelling units for the site; 
(7) if the calculation is for a family transfer subdivision as set forth in Subsection 14-3.7(F)(2)(b) 

and the result in Subsection 14-7.2(8)(6) is other than a whole number, the number may be 

rounded up if it is five-tenths or more; 

(8) if the result in Subsection 14-7.2(8)(6) is other than a whole number, the number may be 

rounded up if it is five-tenths or more; provided that the additional unit resulting from the 

rounding up meets the requirements of Santa Fe Homes Program (SFHP) set forth in Section 

26-1 SFCC 1987 (Santa Fe Homes Program) or is a low-priced dwelling unit meeting the 

requirements set forth in Section 26-2.3 SFCC 1987 (Requirements for Low-Priced Dwelling 

Units); 
(9) SFHP development incentives pursuant to Section 14-8.ll(G) may increase the maximum 

number of dwelling units allowed on any site; however, if a development plan has been 

approved, in no case shall more dwelling units be constructed than described on the approved 

development plan. 
(l0)The minimum net lot area requirement for single-family dwellings shall be as established in 

Subsection 14-7.1(8)(1), Table 14-7.2-1 and Subsection 14-7.2(C); however, the number of 

dwelling units , and the number of lots occupied by single-family dwellings in a residential 

subdivision shall not exceed the number provided by this Subsection 14-7.2(8). (Ord. No. 

2014-31 § 22) 

(ll)The allowable number of dwelling units shall not be exceeded for the site as a whole, 

regardless of subdivisions or lot splits. In the event of subdivision, including lot split, the 

allowed number of dwelling units shall be allocated among all resulting parcels so that no 

parcel exceeds the allowable number of units for that parcel calculated separately and the 

total number of units on all parcels shall not exceed that of the original site as a whole. A note 

shall be placed on the plat or development plan prior to recording the first and each 

subsequent subdivision or lot split that prohibits a further increase in the number of dwelling 



units for each portion of the site unless approved by the governing body as a rezoning action 

or other action authorized by Chapter 14.(C)Lot Area Averaging in Single-Family Subdivisions 

(Ord. No. 2014-31 § 23) 

(l)lt is intended that the common open space required in single- family subdivisions where the lot area 

has been reduced from that of a conventional subdivision be a compensation to occupants for reduced 
lot area. It is further intended that common open space be usable and be provided for occupants outside 

of the lot but within the subdivision.(2)The minimum lot area requirement for single- family structures is 

specified in Table 14-7.2-1; however the lot area may be reduced to a minimum of two thousand (2,000) 

square feet if common open space is provided equal to the sum of lot area reductions within the 

subdivision. 



Table 14-9.2-1: Design Criteria for Street Types 

(Ord. No. 2013-16§ 59) 

~ABU: 14-9.2-1: Design Criteria for Street Types 
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JAMES W. SIEBERT 
AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

915 MERCER STREET* SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87505 

(SOS) 983-5588 * FAX (SOS) 989-7313 

jim@jwsiebert.com 

August 17, 2020 

Noah Berke 

Senior Planner 

P.O. Box 909, 200 Lincoln Ave. 

Santa Fe, NM 87504 

Dear Mr. Berke: 

On behalf of Mr. Alton Walpole I am submitting an application for variances for Section 14-9.2-1 

Maximum of 8 lots on a 10 foot road and Section 14-7.2.(B)(S) Area of Difficult and Mountainous 

Terrain. 

The following material is submitted with this application: 

• Completed application form signed by Mr. Walton 

• Response to Approval Criteria for 14-9.2-1 

• Response to Approval Criteria for 14-7,2(B)(S) 

• Informational Letter 

• Check for $500 for application fee 

Please schedule the request for the next available Planning Commission meeting. 

Sincerely, 

LJ.~ 

James W. Siebert 

Xe: Alton Walpole 
Dan Esquibel 



' 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

VARIANCE APPLICATION 

SUBDIVISION OR DEVELOPMENT PLAN STANDARDS 

Parcel Information I 

Zoning: ~B~--\~--- Proposed Use of Land: _________________ _ 

Does this project have a Final Development Plan approval? YES 

□ 
NO 

f&'.I Case Number: 

Early Neighborhood Notice (ENN) meeting date: Uniform Parcel Code Number: 1-os<e-CSB- 3(p'j • z: 1 '-1 

Preapplicatlon Conference Date: 

Property Owner Information 

Company Name: 

Name: A,::rot,J l C.--J1-.rn;\1>, 
First ' Last 

Address: CA"";.., o C.ivr 
Stroot Addross 

S,<W:r,p., £" 
City 

Phone: _,__,_ ______ E-mail Address: 

SuitelUnlt # 

t-.J/J'-
Stale 

Applicant/Agent Information (If different from owner) 

Company Name: 

Name: 
First Last 

Address: '1/£ /V\C'RC.t:.K ST 
Streat Address Suite/Unit # 

':>f'\!::hA. ~i:.. ~ 
City 

Phone: (S-01") "'/BJ-S"S::flt 
s,.,. 

E-mail Address: \{ 1~:io\t ;~,ef,!;1!."'t" ·C•M 

Correspondence Directed to: D Owner J8\Applicant D Both 

Affidavit to Authorize Agent (ff applicable) 

ZIP Code 

ZIP Cod• 

I am/We are I e owner(s) and record tiUe holder(s) of the property located at: l~z;3 __ (AMi.so.C&iz. ~ ... 4-.>c..P,. . 

I/We authori _'.TO.Mi><-.~_,_=-~~-"'-""'"-'--....._~!JG___ lo act as my/our agent to execute this application. 

xi,,,/ /4a 
I • 

Si ned: Date: 



I Submittal Checklist 

PC Variance Application 
Page 2 of 2 

D Six (6) 24"x36" plan sets end one (1) CD ere required. Please Include the following: 

D Letter of D Statement □ Legal Lot of □ Development Plan □ Landscape, Parking and 
Appllcallon addressing Record, Legal (as defined by Lighting Plan, Sign age 
(Intent, location, approval Description Section 14•3,8 SFCC Specifications 
acreaoe\ criteria 2001\ 

□ Terrain □ Traffic Impact □ Proof of □ Sewer and Water □ ENN Meeting Notes 
Management Analysis (If Compliance with Plan (Including 
Plans (as required) Conditions of profiles and details) 
required by Annexation 
Section 14-8,2 Approval flf 
SFCC 2001\ applicable) 

Variances from Subdivision RegulaUons (Section 14-3.16 (C) SFCC 1987) 

(C) Approval Crltena 
Subsections 14-3.16(CJ(1) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), are required to grant a variance. 

(1) One or more of the followfng special circumstances applfes: 
(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others In the vicinity that are 

subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that existed al the time of the adoption of 
the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that were created by natural forces or by government action 
for which no compensation was paid; 

(b) the parcel Is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is 
sought, or that was created by government action for which no compensation was paid; 

(c) there is an inherent conflict In applicable regulaUons that cannot be resolved by compliance with the more­
restrictive provision as provided In Section 14-1.7; or 

(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a landmark, contributing or significant 
property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts). 

(2) The special circumstances make ii infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost. to develop the property In 
compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. 

(3) The Intensity of devalopmrml shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in the vicinity thal are 
subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

(4) The variance ls the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land or stru.ctura. The 
following factors shall be considered; 

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category or lesser intensity of 
use; 

(b) consistency wilh the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of lhe articles and sections 
from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and policies of the general plan. 

(5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest. 
(6) There may be additional requirements and supplemental or special findings required by othar provisions of Chapter 

14. 

Note: If app//caUon is being made forDevelopmenl In Special Flood Hazard Areas, then Justification must be 
rovided with the above a roval criteria and the criteria fOund in SecUon 14•3.10 e SFCC 1987. 

SI nature 

I hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to meet the 
minimum standards ouU/ned in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Fa/lure lo meet these standards may result in 
the reject/on of my application. I also certify that I have mat with the City's Current Planning staff In a preapplication maaUng to verify 
th&t the attached proposal is in compliance w11h the City's zoning and development plan requirements. 

Signature: _________________________ Date: 

A case manager will be assigned to your project and wiU notify you within 10 business days if any 
additional information is needed, After you application has been reviewed by City staff. you will be 
contacted by us regarding public notice requirements. A packet of information and Instructions will be 
provided regarding the required mailing and sign posting. Thank you. and feel free to contact the 
Land Use Department staff at (505) 955-6585 with any questions. 

I 



r1t1s Guaranty & Ins. 
TG&IC # SFI0-0379 

WARRANTY DEED 
(JOJNT TENANTS) 

Alton Walpole, for consideration paid, grant to Alton Walpole and Cynthia Christian, 
husband and wife, as join! tenants with rights of survivorship, whose address is 1623 
Camino .Cruz Blanca, Santn Fe, NM 87505, the following described real estate in Santa 
Fe County, New Mexico: 

Traci four (4), as shown on plat entitled "Lands of J.W. Schepps, A.L. Thomas A. 
Walpole & P. Pinnell, Jr, .. ", filed in the office of the County Clerk, Santa Fe County, 
New Mexico, on September 23, 1977, in Plat Book 57, page 7, as Document No. 
408,717. 

SUBJECT TO: Restrictions, reservations and easements of record. 
ALSO SUBJECT TO: Ad valorem property taxes for the year 2010 and subsequent years. 

with warranty covenants. wn[ ,~,'"" ~=1• .,, ,r Aog,a, 2010. 

Alton Walpole 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
COUNTY Ol' SANTA FE 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

This instrument was acknowledged befo1~ me on Aug~! 6,2010 by Alton Walpole. 

My Commission Expires: 'a / 17 j W 
UAAAAHTY DEED 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE l PAGES: 1 
STATE OF NEIi fl&l(JCO ) u 
l "•re~y t•rtlf~ Thal ThlG ll'\lltr~ae.nt Ua~ FlJed for 
Rtic.ord On The 17T" Day Of August, 201e el 83:56:50 Pf't 
And Uas Duty Recorded aa tnslrwnent ~ 1608099 
or The Records Of Santa Fe County 

LIHnes• r,y Hand And seal Of ornc.e 
Val•r!e Eaplnou 

-:>i . ... ~ ~- county Cl•rk, Sant& Fo, '4M" 
Dcpvty7_~--.!f?..----r-~--
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JAMES W. SIEBERT 
AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

915 MERCER STREET• SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87505 
(505) 983-5588 * FAX (505) 989-7313 

Um@iwslebert.com 

Noah Berke 
Senior Planner 
P .0. Box 909, 200 Uncoln AVe 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 

Re: Alton Walpole Variance Requests 

Dear Mr. Berke 

INFORMATIONAL LffiER 

This letter provides the background information that cannot be conveyed in the response to the 
variance criteria. 

Explanation of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain 

Tile Difficult and Mountainous Terrain provision was adopted in the 1980's in response to retaining walls 
failing and collapsing due to heavy rains or poor construction and more construction taking place on 
Santa Fe's hillsides. Although much of the property on the north side of Santa Fe was already zoned R-1, 
there was desire to further reduce the density in selected areas where steep slopes dominated the 
landscape, It is my belief that tile 25 percent reduction in density was directed to the R-1 and higher 
density zoning in the north side areas. The application of a 2.5 acre minimum lot size for lots without 
city sewer and water was not given much consideration when the Difficult and Mountainous Terrain 
ordinance was adopted. The 2.5 acre minimum lot size was based on the County requirement at the 
time for lots served by an on-site sewer and water. 

R-1 land served by city water or city sewer within the area of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain may be 
developed at one dwelling per 1.25 acres. If neither of the two utilities are available the requirement is 
one dwelling per 3.33 acres. That is a significant increase in area compared for R-1 land with at least 
one of the city utilities. The imposition of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain on lots without city water 
and sewer is a significant burden on the land owner. 

l 



Difficult and Mountainous Terrain as a Dimensional Standard 

The various zoning districts are set forth in Chaptetl4-4.2 and 14-4.3 of the Land Development Code. 

The area of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain is not listed as a zoning district. The residential zoning 

districts set the maximum allowed densities. Overlay districts also can set maximum allowed densities 

based on the underlying zoning. Chapter 14-5.l(A)(l)-(9) in describing the overlay districts does not 

mention the area of Difficult and Mountainous Terrain as an overlay district. The point being that it 

must therefore be a dimensional standard, like a setback or height standard. 

Road Variance 

The variance is requesting one more additional lot than the permitted 8 lots on a 10 foot roadway as set 

forth in 14- -9.2-1 in the Santa Fe City Code. In this case the roadway varies in width from 13 feet to 15 

feet. The lot split would create the ninth lot served by the private road. A covenanted agreement 

among the land owners served by Camino Cruz Blanca private road is attached as Exhibit B. Article 4 on 

page 5 describes the payments and maintenance requirements for the private road. Mr. Walpole has 

stated that all lot owners participate in the cost for the maintenance and improvements to the road. 

Mr, Walpole is the administrator for the collection of money for the road maintenance and 

improvements. Improvements consist of widening the road where there Is sufficient easement, adding 

basecourse where needed and maintaining or replacing culverts. Maintenance is undertaken at least 

once a year. 

The point here is that in other areas of Santa Fe on private roads where the access is 10 feet in width 

often there is no formal organization to maintain and improve the roads and there is no requirement in 

city code to do so. Given the level of maintenance that is occurring on Camino Cruz Blanca one 

additional dwelling has little impact e~pect to add to the money collected for road maintenance. The 

new lot will be subject to the covenants the same as the existing lots and therefore the owner of this lot 

will be obligated to participate in road maintenance costs. 

It also needs to be pointed out the City Code has taken into account where older roads may have to be 

permitted to allow for conformance with the unique neighborhood condition. The City Code, Section 

14·9(4)(b) states that ''The arrangement of streets In a development shall: (bl conform to a plan for the 

neighborhood approved by the planning commission to meet a particular situation where topographic 

or other conditions make continuance of or conformance to e~istlng streets impracticable." In this case 

the plan for the neighborhood is the covenants that have been adopted for the area. 

Xe: Dan Esquibel 
Alton Walpole 



DECLARATION OF PROTECTIVE COVENANTS 

THIS DECLARA TJON is made this J.«"" day of /\ol.t-,n~r,20os. by 
PAMELA MESSER, a single woman; WILLIAM H. DONAHUE and DANA 
DENSMORE, husband and wife; MATfHEW and MARY SAMPLE, husband and 
wife; ALTON WALPOLE and CYNTHIA CHRISTIAN, husband and wife; 
RICHARD FERBER and POLLY TAPIA FERBER, husband and wife; and 
KENNETH and MARY ANN LOWE, husband and wife; (hereinafter collectively 
referred to as "Owners"). 

WHEREAS, Owners are the owners of certain parcels of real estate in Santa 
Fe, County, New Mexico, more particularly described in Exhibit "A" attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, and desire to impose the provi­
sions of this Declaration on and subject all of the above described real estate to the 
covenants, hereinafter stated, inclucling easements, for the purpose of protecting 
the value and standards of said real estate, the terms of which shall run with the 
land and be binding upon and inure to the benefit of all parties having any right, 
title or interest in or to the above described real estate, or any part thereof, and 
their successors and assigns. 

NOW,. THEREFORE, Owners hereby declare that the Properties shall be 
subject to the following covenants, conditions and restrictions: 

ARTICLE 1 
DEFINJTIONS 

Wherever used herein, the following terms shall have the following mean­
ings: 

1.1 "Properties" shall mean and refer to the real estate described in Exhibit 
A attached hereto and such additions as may hereafter be brought within the juris­
diction of this Declaration; 

1.2 "Lot" shall mean and refer to each of the six (6) Lots inclusively as 
described in and listed as Lots or Tracts in Exhibit A; 

1.3 "Easements" shall mean and refer to all easements affecting the 
Properties and recorded as of the date of this Declaration, provided further that 
"Private Road Easement" shall refer to the road access easement as shown on the 
plat entitled "Lands of J.W. Schepps, A.L Thomas, A. Walpole & P. Pinnell, Jr., 
Ward No. One, Santa Fe, New Mexico" dated September 3, 1977 and recorded as 
number 408,717 in the County Clerk's office of Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

1.4 "Guest House" shall mean a second residence on the Property occupied, 
full-time or part-time, by the family members or guests of the Owners. 

1.5 "Structure" means any residence, dwelling, garage, outbuilding or wall. 
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ARTICLE2 
SUBDIVISION AND STRUCTURES 

2.1 Intent. The intent of Owners herein is (i) to attempt to ensure the protec­
tion of view corridors for the various Lots while recognizing that complete protec­
tion is not always possible; (ii) to limit the. density of structures on the Lots and 
(iii) to avoid large scale monolithic structures. 

2.2 Subdivision. The minimum lot size shall be 2.2 acres. No subdivision of 
or other adjustment of any Lot shall be permitted that will create a lot smaller than 
this size. Any lots created by the subdivision of any Lot shall be fully subject to the 
covenants and restrictions contained in this Declaration. 

2.3 Combination. Combinations of Lots shall be permitted subject to the 
approval of the City of Santa Fe and the execution and acknowledgment by the 
Owner of the Lots to be combined, of an instrument specifying such combination 
and giving the metes and bounds description and Lot number of the newly creat­
ed Lot. Such instrument shall be filed for record by the Owner in the real estate 
records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico, before such combination is considered 
to have been completed hereunder. Once combined, the newly created Lot shall 
not be resubdivided thereafter. No combination of Lots shall be deemed an 
amendment or release of the covenants and restrictions herein. 

2.4 Lot Lfoe Adjustments. Lot line adjustments between Lots shall be permit­
ted subject to the approval of (i) all Owners, (ii) the City of Santa Fe, and (iii) the 
execution and acknowled.&ment by the Owners of the Lots to be adjusted, of an 
instrument specifying sucfi adjustment and giving the metes and bounds descrip­
tion and Lot number for each of the adjusted Lots. Such instrument shall be filed 
for record by the affected Owners in the real estate records of Santa Fe County, 
New Mexico, before such adjustment is considered to have been completed here­
under. No adjustment of Lot lines shall be deemed an amendment or release of the 
covenants and restrictions herein. 

2.5 Permitted and Prohibited Structures. No structure shall be erected, altered, 
placed or permitted to remain on any Lot or building site subject to this 
Declaration other than one single-family dwelling for private use, a Guest House, 
a private studio, a private garage, recreational facilities, storage sheds, solar heat­
ing devices, evaporative cooler or coolers, and improvements incidental to resi­
dential use of the Lot. Condominium uni ts, each of which is owned and occupied 
by unrelated parties, are specifically prohibited. 

2.6 Size Limitations. No Lot shaJI have structures totalling more than 6,000 
square feet of roofed floor area. No single structure shall have more than 3,500 
square feet of roofed floor area. 
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ARTICLES 
COMMON SCHEME RESTRICTIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 

3.1 Trees and Landscaping. The living native growth of the Properties, includ­
ing but not limited to cacti, pinon, ponderosa pines and juniper trees, shall not be 
destroyed or removed without the prior approval of all of the other Owners, 
except such native growth and flora as may be necessary to remove for the con­
struction and maintenance of roads, driveways, dwellings and other approved 
structures. Dead trees may be removed. 

3.2 Utilities. All electrical service, gas lines, water lines, cable television, tele­
phone lines or other utilities shall be placed underground and installed in or adja­
cent to the driveway. 

3.3 Trash. No Lot shall be used for the storage or dumping of rubbish or 
debris of any kind, or for the storage of any property or thing that will be toxic, 
dangerous, or unhealthy, and no substance, thing or material may be kept upon 
any Lot that will emit foul or obnoxious odors. Before and after construction, the 
storage of construction material, supplies and equipment shall be prohibited 
unless placed out of view of other Lot Owners. 

3.4 Noise. No devices emitting undesirable noise levels or that will cause 
any noise that will disturb the peace, quiet, comfort, or serenity of any occupants 
or Owners of Lots shall be permitted on the Lots. Burglar alarms must be kept in 
good working order so that they do not go off without intrusions into the struc­
ture protected. Butglar alarms must be turned off within ten minutes after going 
off. 

3.5 Concrete Slurry. During or after construction of improvements to any 
Lot, no concrete slurry shall be left on any Lot or within the Easements. 

3.6 Storage Tanks. Any tanks for use in connection with any residence, 
including tanks for the storage of liquefied petroleum gas and fuel oil, gasoline, 
oil or watei; must be burled or concealed by walls, trees, or fences so as to conceal 
them from view from other Lots and the Easements. 

3.7 Towers. No derrick or other structure designed for use in boring for oil 
or natural gas, and no cellular telephone, radio or television transmission towers 
shall be erected, placed or permitted; and the production or extraction of oi~ nat­
ural gas, petroleum, asphalt or hydrocarbon products or substances shall not be 
permitted. No exterior antenna of any sort, inclu~ satellite dishes, shall be 
installed or maintained on any Lot, except those devices which are erected, 
installed, placed or maintained and used entirely under the eaves or enclosed 
within a building or Structure or screened from view from other Lots and 
Easements or which are otherwise specifically authorized by the Declaration. 
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Notwithstanding the foregoing, television antennae (but not satellite dishes) may 
extend hvo (2) feet above the parapet. 

3.8 Animals. Domestic animals are permitted. No livestock, including hors­
es shall be permitted on any Lot. No animals of any kind may be kept on any Lot 
for commercial purposes. Animals may not be kept on any Lot in any manner 
which creates a nuisance or is offensive to the neighboring Lots, whether b:)I rea­
son of noise, habits, odors, or otherwise, anything to the contrary hereinabove 
nohvithstanding. The Owners shaU have the right to demand the removal of any 
animals which are kept in violation of this Declaration. Enclosures for animals 
shall be constructed in accordance with this Declaration. 

3.9 Exterior Lights. All exterior lights must be located so as not to be direct­
ed toward surrounding lots, properties or roads. Bright, glaring lights on roof tops 
and patio walls or elsewhere are prohibited. 

3.10 Conservation. All Lot Owners are urged to practice indoor and outdoor 
water conservation measures. "Alternative" energy sources such as solar heat, 
wind generators, etc. are encouraged. All construction must comply with the pub­
lished water conservation criteria of the City and County of Santa Fe. 

3.11 Drainage. Surface drainage courses within Lots are to remain in their 
natural state, except for diversion approved by the Owners. 

3.12 Hunting and Firearms. No hunting shall be permitted within the 
Properties, and no discharge of firearms shall be permitted within the Properties. 

3,13 Private Easements. No dirt bikes, motorcycles, off-road vehicles or any 
unlicensed vehicles of any kind shall be driven or permitted on the Easements 
except for ingress and egress to an Owner's residence. No motor-driven vehicle 
shall be driven or permitted in the Properties except on the Easements or the 
driveways within the Properties. Mountain bikes may only be used 011 the 
Easements and private driveways. 

3.14 Ground Water. Ground water shall not be impounded by any Owner in 
any way which might adversely affect other Owners of the Properties. 

3.15 Discharge of Explosives. No explosive material may be discharged on 
any lot except for bona fide construction purposes and then only after all inhabi­
tants of the Properties have been duly notified in advance of the proposed dis• 
charge of an explosive material and only in a manner that shall reduce to a mini­
mum the noise, vibration and other impact of the proposed discharge. 
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ARTICLE4 
ROAD MAINTENANCE 

4.1 Owners' Approval. Whenever any provision of this Article 4 requires the 
approval of or action by the Owners, such approval or action shall require the con­
sent of at least two-thirds (2/3) of the owners of the Lots which (i) are then on 
record with the Office of the County Oerk of Santa Fe County and (ii) are current­
ly used for residential purposes. For purposes of determining this consent, each 
such Lot, existing at the time of execution of this Declaration or created subse­
quently to such execution by a permitted combination, subdivision or Lot split, 
shall have one (1) vote, regardless of the number of Owners of record of the par­
ticular Lot. 

4.2 Determination of tlze Need for Maintenance. At least once a year, and at least 
seventy-five (75) days prior to tlie end of the calendar year; a meeting of the 
Owners shall be held, or the Owners' views shall be otherwise solicited, to deter­
mine whether road maintenance is needed, and what such maintenance should 
be. All Owners shall be consulted, and no road maintenance of any kind shall be 
undertaken without such col\Sultation. All road maintenance shall require 
approval as set forth in Section 1 of this Article. 

4.3 Apportionment of Expenses. If road maintenance is approved as set forth 
above, the costs for such road maintenance shall be apportioned among the 
Owners approximately in proportion to the length of the road from Camino de la 
Cruz Blanca to the respective Lots, or in some other equitable manner agreed 
upon by the Owners in accordance with Section 1 of this Article. 

4.4 Mutual Covenants to Pay Apportionments. The Owners covenant and 
agree with each other to pay all apportionments as determined hereunder, except 
tfiat no Owner shall be required to pay more than $400.00 (four hundred dollars) 
plus 5% for each year after 2005, in any calendar year. 

4.5 Personal Debt of Owner. The amount of road maintenance expense appor­
tioned to the Owners shall be the personal and individual debt of the Owner of 
record thereof at the time the apportionment is made. Suit to recover a money 
judgment for unpaid assessments shall be maintainable. 

4.6 Prior Agreement. On or about June 8, 1986, some of the Owners signed a 
Road Maintenance Agree.ment. As among the Owners who have executed both 
this Declaration and said Agreement, this Declaration shall control. 

ARTICLES 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

6.1 Enforcement. Any Owner shall have the right to enforce, by any proceed­
ing at law or in equity, all restrictions, conditions, covenants, servitudes, reserva-

Talaya Hill Covenants, 10/24/05 

'' 
'I 
'' 

:1 I 
I I 



tions, liens and charges now or hereafter imposed by the provisions of this 
Declaration. Failure by a party to enforce any covenant or restriction herein con­
tained shall in no event be deemed a waiver of the right to do so thereafter. Any 
Owner may enforce this Declaration regardless of whether the enforcement 
sought concerns a Lot that is contiguous to the Owner's Lot. Any waiver of any 
requirement of this Declaration with respect any Lot shall not be deemed a waiv­
er of such requirement with respect to any other Lot. Violations of any require­
ment of this Declaration in existence on the effective date of this Declaration shall 
not be deemed a waiver with respect to any subseqtient violations. 

6.2 Notices. Any notices required or permitted to be delivered hereunder 
shall be deemed to be delivered when personally delivered to the respective 
addressee or upon deposit of the same in the United States mails, postage prepaid, 
certified or registered mail, retun1 receipt requested at the address shown below. 

6,3 Sevetability. Invalidation of any provision of this Declaration by judg­
ment or court order shall in no way affect any other provisions which shall remain 
in full force and effect. 

6.4 Exhibits. Each and every exhibit attached hereto is incorporated herein 
by this reference. 

6.5. The covenants and restrictions of this Declaration shall run with and 
bind the land for a term of hv-enty (20) years from the date this Declaration is 
recorded, after which time they shall be automatically extended for successive 
periods of ten (10) years; provided, however, that (i) Owners holding at least sixty 
percent (60%) of the total number of existing Lots may execute and acknowledge 
an appropriate instrument within one (1) year and not less than ninety (90) days 
prior to the expiration of said initial twenty (20) year period or prior to the expi­
ration of any ten (1 O) year extension period thereafter, that provides a release of 
the land subject hereto from all of the restrictive covenants contained in this 
Declaration, or a change, amendment, modification or revision of any of the 
restrictive covenants; or (ii) Owners holding at least eighty percent (80%) of the 
total number of existing Lots may execute and acknowledge an appropriate 
instrument at any time, tnat provides a change, amendment, modification or revi­
sion of any, but less than all, of the restrictive covenants, except as prohibited here­
in. Every amendment or release must be recorded in the real estate records of 
Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

6.6 Binding Effect. This Declaration shall be binding upon and shall inure to 
the benefit of the Owners and their respective heirs, successors and assigns, 
including lessees, easement holders, licensees, and invitees, and shall nm with: the 
land. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Owners have ex<>A~iltfiis Declaration this .r.day 
ofMv_zoos. 
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Mr t \immb,-;-lun r.:,p, fN/li-./'.iH~ 

Pa~ :s; 
,,., .. i,..,_, ______ ...A 



EXHIBIT A 
LOTS 

Tracts 1-Aand 1-8 as shown on a plat of survey entitled "Lands of Pamela 
Messer" recorded on 2 October, 1979, in Book 72, page 13, records of Santa Fe 
County, New Mexico. 

Tracts 2 and 4 as shown on a plat of survey entitled "Lands of J. W. Schepps, 
A. L. Thomas, A. Walpole & P. Pinnell, Jr." recorded on 23 September, 1977, in 
Book 57, page 7, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

Lot 1, Tract 3 as shown on a plat of survey entitled, "Lot Consolidation and 
Lot Line Adjustment Survey of the 'Paige Pinnell Replat"' recorded on 8 Februaiy 
1996, in Book 326, page 40, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

Tract SA as shown on a plat of survey entitled, "Fineberg Subdivision'' 
recorded on 25 February 1986, in Book 161 page 49, records of Santa Fe County, 
New Mexico. 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

I( I 11w foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this JJ. day of 
_ 1/NIHl!J/r. 2005 

Pamela Messer 

/'?', 1[, /'r/ 
My commission expires:__,~"-'t"-' 'l::..:.. •-=-6-..,_/ , __ 

(Seal) (I OFPICW,IIAI, 

Btw1rly M, Ohlnell9 ..,..., ___ _ 
---FlUDW"MMC C'..WW­
~ca,o .. ,,._/)1../~ t) 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

~~~;ing inslroment was acknowledged before me this z.&'~!~ of 

~ t--1 Gt~~u_ (} 
/WMJJI.-~~ 

William H. Donahue and Dana Densmore 

' Notary Public 

My commission expires:._~'f-~-----
(Seal) 

•.' • I 



ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATEOF·tLt.lNOIS.) 

COUNTY OF LAKE: ) 

J, The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this A. day of 
-•~$-2005 

~~ 
ew Sample and Mary Sample 

Ol'FIO/AL SEAL 
KATHLEEN A, WOIIWA 

NOTAIIYPUBUC, STATE OFIWN018 
MV ~ON EXl'IRIU•INOOe 

~~wtUlt.tl= 
Notary Public. 

My c.ommission expires: 8-1 CQ- 2QQ (q 
(Seal) 

'i 



ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNfY OF SANTA FE ) 

t~, The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this Jj_ day of 
\_'yJ1/t1~2oos 

Allon Walpole and Cynthia Christian 

My commission expires:, __ ~.....,/ ... o:a8"",,'---­
I 

IIAI. 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _.1A._ day of ~•ee~ . 200s 

~ei~~YO~~ 
~/1., Tfi,-.Jq 

Richard Ferber and Polly Tapia Ferber 

My commission expires:. ___ .J_•_">~_-_o_g __ _ 
(Seal) 

" ·, I 

·1 I 
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STATE OF :TE,>(AS ) 

COUNTY OF DAL.l.A <; ) 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

~foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 1.£ day of a 2005 

~ -. I(µ-- ~1VI~ c__ /~ 
Kenneth Lowe and Mary Annd"&,we 

eAe lda:as 
Notari~nc 

My commission expires:. __ ·L.7..,_/4,._.~G<iu.;,s;>b.,__ __ 

(Seal) 

; . " 

'ttl\, 
~ 

CHEll\'I. C0WNs 
MY COMMl8SION l!Xi'IAES 

Ju/y18,110e 
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Prepared by: 
James W. Siebert 

August 7, 2020 

Variance from minimum lot size for lots in Difficult and Mountainous Terrain 
Section 14-9.2.S{e) 

(C) Approval Criteria 

Subsections l4°3.16(C)(I) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6). are required 
to grant a variance. 

(I) One or more of the following special circwnstonces applies: 

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in 
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that 
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that were 
created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid; 

Mr. Walpo,/e bo11ght the subject lot in 1977. The ordinance adopting the standards/or "DiOkult 
and Mountainous Termin '·' were ,wt adopted until 1987 Mr. Walpole had the right to splil his lot 
a/lowingfor two /o/s 011 the 5, 6 acre parcel. The proof of ownership is providqd by warranty deed 
and plat in Exhibit A-I. 

(b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming Jot created prior to the adoption of the re!,>ulation from 
which the variance is sought, or that was created by government action for which no compensation 
was paid; 

(c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by compliance 
with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7; or 

There is the issue of the cumulative impact of the. 75 reduction on lots with 110 city water and city 
sewer where the minimum lot size is 2.5 acres. For example, a JO acre lot zoned R-1, with ciry 
water and sewer, or city water or city sewer would be permiued one dwelling per acre or JO lots 
assuming there is no flood plain. If the 10 acre lot is located in an area of Difficu/1 and 
Mo1111tai11011s Termin the number of lots is: IO x. 75 = 7.5 lots. A ji·actional density must be 
,·educed to the next whole number which in this case results is 7 lots. If the same 10 acre /or has 
no ci(v water or city sewer the number of lots is reduced to 4 (10+2.5 = 4), and with the required 
. 7 5 reduction the maJ:imum number of lots would be 3, which is co11siderabfr less than the seven 
lots permitted with city sewer and city water. 

Due to ordinances that have been adopted since the area of Difficult aud Mmmtai11011S Terrain 
was imposed, such as maximum height of retaining walls, managemelll of storm water runojj,' 
111andato1y revegeflltion, limitation on the heights of cfll and fill slopes, esca,pment regulations. 



and limits an height a/structures the impact an the /,ii/side.from a visual and terrain management 
standpoint have been considerably reduced. 

The requirement far a 2.5 acre minimum lot size for lots created in the area of Diffic11l1 and 
Mo11111ainous Terrain would by irself accomplish the goal of protecting Santa Fe's hillsides. 
Drilling a well 011 the /01 does not create any significant disturbance to the land. leach fields 
required/or liquid waste disposal must be app1·01•ed by t/1(! New Mexico E11viro11me11t Departmem 
and can follow the comours of the land snaking in and out o,{trees, The 2,5 acre minim11111 lot size 
l~l' itself accomplishes the intent of the area o.f' Difficult and Mou111ai11ous Terrain and the 
cumulmive impact of adding a Jiirther reduction in density does nothing lo ,fi1r1her protect the 
hillside e11viromner11. 

( cl) the land or s1ruc111re is nm1cmiformi11g and has been designated as a la11dma1·k, co11trib111i11g 
or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts). 

(2) The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to 
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. 

There are 5 lats in the same area served by Camino C111z Blanc that are less than the lot size o.f 
3.3 acres, all of which are 1101 sen-·ed by city water or city sewer. Mr. Walpole is seeking approval 
of what has either been allowed by 1/te ci{)• or lots that exisred prior la 1/te adopt/011 o,/'the area of 
Difficult and Ma11ntainaus Terrain. The location of these lats is shown on Exhibit A-2. 

(3) The i111ensi1y of dewlop111e11t shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in 
the vicinity that. are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

There are other lats in close praximiO' la Mr. Walpole that are equal or lesser ill size to the lots 
proposed by Mr. Walpole. The area of D/fficult and Moumainous Terrain is 1101 a zoning district 
nor an overlay distr/cr. It is clear that the minimum lot site from a zoning standpoint per Table 
14-7.2-1 is one dwelling per 2.5 acres. Jlfr. Walpole ca,1 comply with that requirement since he 
has 5.6 acres o,fland and cmt divide them ill such a way 1/za1 each is a minimum of2,5 acl'es. 

(4) l11e variance is the minimwn variance tliat will make possible the reasonable use of the 
land or s1111e1Ure. The following factors shall be considered: 

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category 
or lesser intensity of use; 

Mr. Walpole currently has his residence on the 5. 6 acre lot. A lesser i111e11sity witho111 a variance 
would mean that he is unable 10 creare another lac putting Mr. Walpole at a disadvantage 10 other 
lats created in the area that are less the 3.3 acres required by the City. 

(b) consistency wit11 the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the 
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and policies 
of the general plan. 
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The ge11eral plan promotes infill withi11 the 11rba11 urea. The proposed lot split is ill co1iforma11ce 
with the mandatory density of 2.5 acres but short of the additional reduction in lot size created by 
the c1111111lative impact of imposing the dime11s/onal standard of the area of Difjlc11lt and 
Mo11ntaino11s Terrain. 

(5) The variance is not contrw-y to the public interest. 

At the Early Neighborhood Notice meeting the majority of owners of lots served by Camino Cruz 
Blanca attended the virtual meeting. All owners attending.the 1•irtual meeting were ill support qf 
tlte variance.for the lot split. 111ere is no impact to the broader public si11ce any additional 
constmctlon 011 the property would have limited visibility from outside the immedime area of the 
properties sen,ed_(,-0111 Camino Cniz Blanca. 

(6) There may be additional requirements and supplemental or special findings required by 
other provisions of Chapter 14. 

3 
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SPECIAL WIUIRAHTY DBBD 

Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney in Pact pursuant to a Power 

of Attorney recordsd at the county of Santa Fe as Reception 

Nwnber 409. 716 for Paige Pinnell, J:t,, a single. man dealing 

with his separate proparty; Joseph Willia:m Scheppe, a single man1 

Arthur L, Thomas, a single mani and Alton Walpole, a single man, 

for consideration paid grants to Alton Walpole, as his sole and 

separate property, Whose address is Santa Fe, New Mexico, the 

following described real estate in Santa Fe county, New Meld co: 

That certain tract of land described as Tract Pou~, 
containing S.620 seres+, as shewn on that certain plat 
prepared by Guy D. Hayden, Registered Land Surveyor, 
from surveys completed on March 14, 1977, as amended 
on August 24, 1977, entitled "LANDS OF J. w. SCRBPPS, 
A, t, 'l'HOMIIS, A. WALPOLE 6 P. PINNBLL, JR. , WARD NO. 
ONE, SIINTA FE, NEW MEXICO" filed With the Clerk of 
Santa Fe County, New Mexico on September 23, 1977, 
Reception No. Plat 1408, 7171 

TOGETIIBR with an easement for ingress and egress for 
· e.ny· purp0se and an eaas111Bnt for utility purp0Bes in 

and upon that certain road and parking easement sir 
111ors particul.arly dasodbsd iand shewn on· the aforesaid 
P'lat of Survey, AND grantors and grantee covenant that 
the grantee shall be obligated to pay one-fifth of 
all expenses which may be required to maintain the 
road described on the Plat of Survey in a passable 
condition for the purposes of the heretofore described 
easements with said covenant to run with the land1 and 

SlJBJBC'l' TQ that. certain Mortgage recorded March 18, 
1~76 in Book 247, pegs 902 of the records of 
Santa Pe County and any 0th.er easements, restrictions 
or covenants of record, 

with epecisl warranty covenants. 

WITNESS our hands and seals this 14th day of October 

197'7 •. 

TE1lRITORIAL ABSTRACT .& TITLE CO,, INC, 
JJ. A:f!A 

••I.. -

' 
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• 

STAn OF ffliW .MBXlCO l 
J as. 

COUNTY OF SANTA Fl! J 

The foregoing instrument was ackncwledged before 111!1 this ..lith 
day of OCtober , 1977, by Ann Randolph Nichole, Attorney 
in Fact for Paige Pinnell, Jr. 

My CoDDDission Expires, 

6/21/80 

STA'l'E OF NEW MEXICO 

COONTY OFSINTA FE 

) 
t ss. 
) 

N 

' . . ;:•• ~. 

~· ' ,;; 
t~ :; s:-. J 
,1,,-.,.'.; { .... • . -r:1, '; •. , • ., rf. ~~ 

: •,;• <''\ ~ ,~," 
,, •-,,. . .. ...... 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before Ille this lij;II 
day of October , 1977, by Joseph Wi'lliam Scheppe, 

My COJ11111ission Expires, 

6/21/80 



S'l'A!l'E. OF NBW MEXICO 

CODN'l'Y OF Sl\N'l'A FE 
1 sa .. 
) 

'l'he foregoing instrwnent was acknowledged before me this .!Lth 
day of Oatober , 1977, by Arthur L, 'l'homes. 

My commission Expires: 

6/21/80 

S'l'A'l'E OF NBW MEXICO 

COUN'l'Y OF Sl\N'l'A FE 

N 

' ss. 
l 

'l'he fore~;ng instrlllllent was acknowledged before me thiel4th 
day of Octa , 1977, by Alton Walpole. 

My Commission Expires, 

6/21/80 



ANN RANDOLPH NICHOLS, Attorney in Fact pureuant to a Power 

,of. Attorney recorded at the County of Santa Fa as Reception No,. 

409,716 for PAIGE PINNELL, JR,, a single man dealing with hie 

separate property, .JOSEPH WILLIAM SCHEPPS, a eingle mani ARTBOR 

·L. THOMAS, a single mant and.ALtoN WALPOLE, a single ll)an, for 

consideration paid, grant ·to PAMELA J. MBSSER, a •single woman and . 

PATRICK N. CAFFEE, a single man as tenants in common, the foUowing 

described real estate in Santa Fe County, New Mexico: 

That certain tract of land described aa Tract one, 
as shown on ~hat certain plat prepared by Guy D. 
Hayden, Registered Land surveyor, from surveys 
completed on March 14, 1977, as amended on August 
24, 1977, entitled "LANos·oF J. w. SCHEPPS, A. L. 
'rllOMAS, A. WALPOLE 6 P. PINNELL, Jlt., WARD NO. 
ONE, SANTA FE, NEW MBXXCO" filed with the Clerk 
of Santa Fe County, New Mexico on September ·23, 
1977, no. plat #408,717. 

SOSJEC'J.' '.rO: Reservations, restrictions and easements 
of record and taxes for 1977 and aUbsequent,years. 

with warranty covenants, 

·· -- -· ···m:-rRlilSS o\lt · ltitl\'ail /'ifll!'"lll!'ne· thi'S ·1:s·e-'llay--ot-1'9Vsml:1&r; 1977, 

• PAIGE PINNELL, JR. 

~-~~ 
By: Ann~Nichois., 

r;J/':'''" ·~· 
AR ~=' 

S'l'ATE OF NEW MEXICO } 
lea. 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The for!'going inst:rwniinf. was· acknowledgea• berfore me 1:his lat 

day of November, 1977 by Ann Randolph Ni~hole 1 Attorney in Fact for 

Paige Pinnell, Jr., Joseph William Scheppe, Arthur L. Thomas Bl\d Alton 

Walpole, 

Notary Public: 
My commission Expires, 



MUTUAL, llASEMJ!NT 

rT IS AGREED BY AND BETHEEN Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney 

in, Fact pursuant to a Power of Attorney recorde_d at the County 

of Santa Fe as Reception Number409.7lli for Paige Pinnell, Jr., 

a marr;ied man dealing with his sepa·rate property; Joseph William 

Scheppe, a single man; Arthur L. Thomas, e single man; end Alton 

Walpole, a single .man, AND Frank Chapman dealing in'his sole 

and separate property; and Frank Chapman, as Attorney in Fact 

for Robert I(. Potter, Jr,, pUr_suant to that Power of Attor~ey 

recorded in the County of Santa Pe, New Mexico; 

WITNESS, the parties hereto, for mutual consideration, 

hereby grant onto each O\oher, a perpetual easement UJ?On th'e 

following desc~i~ed lauds, for ingress and egress for any purpose 

and an easement for utility purposes in and upon that portion 

of a road described on that certain plat prepared ~y r.uy D. Hayden, 

Registered Land Surveyor, from surveys completed on March 14, 

1977, IIS amended on August 24, 197.7, entitled "LANDS OF J.I~. 

SCHEPPS, 11; L. THOMAS, A• WALPOLE & P. PINNELL, JR., WAJ<DNO. 

ONE, SANTA FE, NEW MExrco, filed with the Clerk of Santa Fe 

County, New Mexico on September 23, 1977, Reception No, Plat 1408, 

717 as more particularly described as follows, to-witi 

That portion of said road lying upon tract one and 
that portion of said road lying upon the lends 
designated "now or formerly Frank Chapman• as 
described in said heretofore described Plat of 
Survey,. 

This easement is superior and paramount to the rights of any 

of the parties hereto in the reepoctive servient estates so created, 

and th~t it is a covenant running with the land. 

TERRITORIAi. ABSTRACT t. Tl! I.£ CO.,· INC 
1.1. 1/l'Jo-, 



WITNESS our hands and seals thi~ :u.tJt·day of Qs;J:.,o,.,b.,.e..,.r __ , 1977, 

.,:,;,'- /lo.,..,luw, · ·· 1i4.f.Q.f~ 
Ahn Nichols, A orney in Fact 
for Paige Pinnell, Jr. 

•= 

STATE OF NEW .MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
I SS. 
) 

Josep 

< .,.-,,.,,.--
ey in Fact 

for Robert K. Potter, Jr. 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 14th 
day of Oc_tob~e~r......,,...._, 1977, by Ann Nichols, Attorney in Fact for 
Paige Piiinell, Jr. 

My Commission Expires, 

6/2~/80 

. STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
: ss. 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this!!!:.!!... 
day of October , 1977, by Joseph William Scheppe. 

Ny commission Expires, 

6/21/80 

,,. ,. /'· > 

~~ ,µ.gt. A'. dt, .. -y•,,:.,<, .. .-" 
Nq ary P ic , 



STATE OF NEW M6XICO 

COUNTY OF S/IN'l'A FE 
: ss; 
l 

The foregoing instrwnent was ackhowledged before me this J,ilb 
day of October , 19 77, by Arthur L. Thomas • 

My Commission Expires, 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEt~ MEXICO 

COUNTY OP SANTA FE 

·The foregoing instrllfflent was acknowledged before me this· .l!J;l.1 
day of October , 1977, by Alton Walpole. 

My Commission Expires: 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OP SANTA FE 
. 
) 

ss • 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 2fu.. 
day of Octo~e• , 1977, by Frank Chapman. 

My commission Expires: 

April 18, 1979 

S'l'A'l'B OF NEW MEXICO· 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
' ss. 
l 

The foregoing instrument was acknowlodged,before me this .J!!!.. 
of October , .. 1977, by Frank Chapman, Attorney in Fact day 

for Robert 111. Potter, Jr. · 

My Commission Expires: 

AprU UI, 1979 





0 



Variance requested: Maximum of 8 lots on IO road 

Section 14-9.2-1 

(C) Approval Criteria 

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(I) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14c3. I 5(C)(6), are required 
to grant II variance. 

(I) One or more of the following special circumstances applies: 

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or st111c111re from others in 
the vicinily thal are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that 
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that 
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid; 

Camino Cntz Blanca has existed since 1970 's. II is a 11arrow road due principally to tlie rocky 
nature o_{the area and !he desire to dislllrb no more than was necessary lo protect the natural 
vegetation o_{the area. 711e ci(y has recognized these lots as legal lots o/J'ecord by the 
authorization of building permits. The developed road width varies.from I 3-15 feet, Then! were 
fell' standards at the time thal the lots were created and the pril1ate road was conslructed. 
Section 14-9.2-1 of the City Code does allow up to eighl homes 011 a roadway of this width. 
Discussions with the Fire Marshal have indicated that a 11i11th home sen1ed by this road would be 
acceptable. The.final decision on this matter awaits the Fire Marshal review. Under the 
J11tel'llatio11al Fire Code the Fire Marsha/ has the discre/ion to allow homes 011 a roadway o.f less 
!hem 20.feel. 

(b) the parcel is a legal 11onco11formi11g lot <..-rented prior to the adoption of the regulation 
from which the variance is sought, or that was created by govenunent action for which no 
compensation was paid; 

(c) there is an inherent conflicl in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by 
compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1. 7; or 

(d) the lund or structure is nonco,!forming and has been designated as a landmark, 
comributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts). 

(2) TI1e special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financ1al cost, to 
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter J 4. 

TltC' road cross section/or a 9 lots would be a 42.foot easeme11t or righl-o_/:way with two travel 
lanes o_f9.feet, c11rb and g1111er 011 each side of two feet, a 5.foot plantar strip and a 5.foot 
sidewalk. The Planning Co111111issio11 is gra111ed 1/ie discretion by tire City Cade to allow for 
other (Vpes of road based the local cfrc11111s1a11ce. '7he arrangement of streets in a development 
shall: (b) "conform to a pion for the neighborhood approved by the planning commission ta meet a 
particular situation where topographic or other conditions make continuance of or conformance to 

WolHm 
Vurluucc critL,-liJ' 



existing streets impracticable." In this case the pion for the neighborhood is the covenants that hove 
been adopted for the area. 

(3) Theintensiry of devefopmem shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in 
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 

Olher properties in the area are ah·eady smaller is size 1ha11 what is proposed by Mr. Walpole. 

(4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the 
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered: 

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category 
or lesser illlensity of use; 

The property call remain in ifs current state but there,:~ a cenain i1y'11s1ice created by the fact 
thal other subdivisions have taken place where lots are smaller lhan proposed by Mr. Walton. 

(b) consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter I 4, with the purpose and intent of the 
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and 
policies of the general plan. 

The Planning Commission is granted the authority by Code to allow for l"Uads that are more 
representalive of the developme11t pattern i11 1he e.risti11g neighborhood. This is cenai11/y the case 
where !his primte road has existed since the 1970 's. The general plan does slate Iha/ the 
character of the s11n·ou11dt11g neighborhood sl,011/d be recognized when considering new 
developmeil/. 

(5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest. 

At the ENN the neighbors and residents oft he larger subdivision were 1111/versally in support of 
the lot split. There is 110 adverse impact 011 the large interpre1atio11 o.f public illlerest. 

(6) There may be additional requirements and supplemental or special findings required by 
other provisions of Chapter 14. 

Walltui 
Variance criti:r11J 



354125 
SPECIAL WAlUWl'l':t' DEED 

Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney in Fact pursuant to a Power 

of Attorney recorded at the County of Santa re 11s Reception 

Number 409,716 for Paige Pinnell, Jr. , a single . man dealing 

with hie aeparate property; Joseph WilliBDI Scheppe, a single man; 

Arthur L, Thomae, a single man, and Alton Walpole, a single man·, 

for consideration paid grants to Alton Walpole, ae his eole and 

separate property, whose address is S1111ta Fe, New Mexico, the 

following described real estate in. Santa Fe county, New Mexico: 

That certain tract of land described as T;-act Fow:, 
containing 5,620 acres+, aa shown on that certain plat 
prepared by Guy D, Hayden, Registered Land Surveyor, 
from surveys completed on March 14, 19 77, as BD1ended 
on August 24, 1977, entitled "LIINDS OP J. w. SCHEPPS, 
A, L, 'l'l!OMAS, A, WM.POLE & P. PINNELL, JR., WARD NO, 
ONE, SANTA PE, NBW MEXICO" filed with tbe Clerk of 
Santa Fe County, 11ew Mexico on September 23, 1977, 
Reception No. Plat 1408, 7171 

TOGETHER with an easement for ingress and egress for 
• any p11;-pose and an easement for utility purposes in 

and upon that certain road and parking eaal!lllent as- · 
1110re particll).a.rfy 4&scdbe4 'and ahlilWD on the aforesaii! 
Plat of Survey, AND grantora and grantee covenant that 
the grantee shall be obligated to pay one-fifth of 
all expenses which may be required to maintain the 
road described on the Plat of Survey in a passable 
condition for the purposes of the heretofore described 
ease111ents with said covenant to run w:l.tb the land, ani! 

SUBJECT.TO that certain Mortgage ~ecordad Much 18, 
1976 :l.n Book 247, page 902 of the records of 
Santa Fe county and any other easements, restrictions 
or covenants of record. 

with spacial warranty covenants. 

WITNESS our hands and seals this 14th day of ootober 

1977 •. ~ .......... -

~ ~ ~ 
Ann Randolph Nichois, Attorney 
in Fact for Paige Pinnell, Jr. 

TERRITORIAL ABSTRACT & TITLE CO,, INC. 

1.1. .11.: t • a 
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S'l'ATB OF NEW MEXICO 

COl.lN'?Y OF SANTA FE 

Alton a 

1 as,. 
) 

'the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before ine this -lJ.th 
day of OCtcber , 1977, by Ann Randolph Nichol&, Attorney 
in Fact for Paige Pinnell, Jr, 

My CoDIIDission Expires, 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF S\NTA FE 

) 
I SS. 
) 

'l'he foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this li!;ll 
day of octcbar , 1977, J:,y Joseph William Schepp&. 

My Co111111ission Expires: 

6/21/80 

...... 



STATE OF NBW MEXICO ) 
i ss. 

COUNT!i OF SANTA FS ) 

!l'he foregoing instrument was ecknowledged before me this filh 
day of October , 1977, by Art:hu~ L. Thomes. 

My commiseion Expires, 

6/21/80 

STATS OF NBW MEXICO 

COUN!l'Y OF SAN!l'A FE 
:: ss. 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me thisl4th 
day of October , 19 77, by Al.ton Walpol.e. 

My Commission Expires, 

6/21/80 



WARRANTY~ 

ANN RANDOLPH NICHOLS, Attorney in Fact pursuant to a Powec 

_of.Attorney recorded at the County of Santa Fe as Reception No._ 

409,716 for PAIGE PlNNELL, JR., a single man dealing with his 

separate proparty1 .JOSEPH lilLLIAM. SCHEPPS, a single man; ARTSUR 

·L. THOMAS, a single man, and.ALTON WALPOLE, a single man, for 

consideration paid, grant·to PAMBLA J. MESSER, a ·single woman and 

P~TRICR N. CAFFEE, a single llUUI as tenantll in COIIIDIOn, the fol-lowing 

described real estate in Santa Fe County, New Mexico, 

That certain tract of land described as Tract one, 
ea shown on ~hat certain plat prepared by Guy D. 
Hayden, Registered Land Surveyor, from surveys 
completed on March 14, 1977, as amended on August 
24, 1977, entitled "LANDS

0

0F J. w. SCHEPPS, A. L. 
THOMAS, A. WALPOLE 6 P. PINNELL, JR., WARD NO. 
ONE, SANTA FE, NEW MBXICO" filed with the Clerle 
of Santa Fa county, New Mexico on September ·23, 
1977, no. plat 11408,717 •. 

SUBJECT TO: Reservations, restrictions and easements 
of record and taxes for 1977 and aubsequent,years. 

with warranty coven!lllts. 

· PAlG.E PINNELL, JR. 

~-~~ 
By1Ann RanohN;Lchols., 

r;;Jj':'"' 'M' 
AR a R~OMAS 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
) se. 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The for!'going instciment wai, acJcnowledgea b1tfore me thia lat 

day of Novambe~. 1977 by Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney in Fact for 

Paige Pinnell, Jr., Joseph William Schepps, Arthur L. Thomas and Alton 

Walpole. 

Notary Piibi!o 
My Com111ission Expires, 



Mtn'UAL. EASEMENT 

IT IS AGREED BY AND BETWEEN Ann Randolph Nichols, Attorney 

in•Fact pursuant t·o a Power of Attorney recotde.d at the County 

of Santa Ee as Reception Number 409.716 for Paige Pinnell, Jr., 

a married man dealing with his separate property; Joseph William 

Schepps, a single man; Artltur L. Thomas, a single man; and Alton 

Walpole, a single .man; AND Frank Chapman dealing in.his sole_ 

and separate property; and Frank Chapman, as Attorney in Fact 

for Robert K. Potter, Jr. , pur.suant to that Power of Attorney 

recorded in 'the County of Santa Fe, New Mexico; 

WITNESS, the parties hereto, for mutual consideration, 

hereby grant onto each ot-)ler, a perpetual easement upon th'e 

following descrl.l,ed lands, for ingress and egress for any purpose 

and an easement for utility purposes in and upon that portion 

of a road described on that certain plat prepared by r.uy D. Hayden, 

Registered Land Surveyor, from surveys completed on March 14, 

1977, as amended on August 24, 197.7, entitled "LANDS Ol" J.W. 

SCREPPS, A: L, THOMAS, A, WALPOLE & P. PINNELL, JR, 1 WARD NO, 

ONE, Sl\NTA FE, NEW MEXICO, filed with the Clerk of Santa Fe 

county, New Mexico on September 23, 1977, Reception No. Plat f408, 

717 as more particularly described as follows, to-wit: 

That portion of said road lying upo'n tract one and 
that portion of said road lying upon the lands 
designated "now or formerly Frank Chapman" as 
described in said heretofore described Plat of 
Survey~" 

This easement i.s superior and paramount to the rights of any 

of the parties hereto in the reapa0tive servient es-tates so created, 

and th~t it is a covanant running with the land. 

TERRITORIAL ABSTRACT & Tlll.E CO,, ·IIIC. 
T.I. 1/t,e,-, 



: 

WITNESS our hands and seals tiffs, illtrday of October , 19 77, 

.~~\. )lo.,../.(}. Wi ... ll<-,/...,;.I,:_,, 
Ahn Nichols, A orney in Fact 
for Paige Pinnell, Jr, 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
: ss. 
) 

<_;.fr~r --·-r • (<' l':::'7.,..-... _ 
Frink Chapman,Attorney in Fact 
for Robert R. Potter, Jr, 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ill!!_ 
day of Oct_o~bne~r_,,,,_.-• 1977, by Ann Nichols, Attorney in Fact for 
Paige Pinnell, Jr. 

My Commission EKpires, 

6/21/80 

, STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

C.OllNTY OF Sl\NTA FE 
; S8? 
I 

The foregoing 
day of October 

instrument was acknowledged before me this!.!!!!._ 
, 1977, by Joseph William Scheppe. 

My Commission Expires, 

6/21/80 

' ,,. ,,, /' ' ' 

'.,, µ,.,I:-- /(. <rA •·yi'·"""•··-•· 
Nq ary Public • 



.. . . 
~~.,,=-~--~ 
' ' . 

STATE OF NEW MElCICO ) 
1 ss; 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

The foregoing instr11111ent was acknowledged before me this ..!illt 
day of Qgt;ober , 19 77, by Arthur L. Thomas. 

My Commission Expires: 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
: ss. 
) 

l . 
\C:t:1·tt t,1·r .,_"'! ~-- ~ 

.The foregoing instr11111ent was acknowledged before me thia .litl1 
day of October , 19 77, by Alton Walpole. 

My Commission Expires: 

6/21/80 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
; ss .. 
) 

The fnregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _im_ 
day of OotohoT , 19 77, by Frank Chapman. . 

My Commiesion Expires, 

April 18, 1979 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO' 

couwrY OF SANTA FE 
: ss. 
) 

The foregoing instrument was acknowlodged.before me this~ 
of October , .1977, by Frank Chapman, Attorney in Pact day 

for Robert K. Potter, Jr. 

My Commission Expires: 

April ·UI, 1979 
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Prepared by: 
James W. Siebert & Assoc., Inc 

September 21, 2020 

Variance from Road Design Standards (allowing 1 additional unit on a 14 to 15-foot 
private road. 

Approval Criteria 

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(l) through (5) and, if applicable, to grant a variance. 

(1) One or more of the following special circumstances applies: 

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in 
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that 
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that 
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid; 

The road has existed since late 1970 and has been improved on an annual basis, is in excellent 
condition. The road is maintained by a road sharing agreement. All lot owners using the road 
participate in cost for repairs and improvements. 

(2) The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to 
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. 

r I 

" I l 
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lAN! .. NO ~fl:KtNG 

The width of a road consistent with City standards.for 9 lots would require the above cross 
section.for a 42:foot road which is not.feasible nor is it consistent with low density, rural nature 
of the area. 

(3) The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in 
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. 



Other lots served by Camino Cruz Blanca are similar in size to the resulting lots if the variance 
were approved. While the lot size is less than required by the Difficult and Mountainous 
regulation, it is consistent with 2. 5 acre minimum standard of the City Code. 

( 4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the 
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered: 

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category 
or lesser intensity of use; 

A variance is required to create an additional lot. Assuming the variance from the Difficult and 
Mountainous Terrain regulation is approved, the lots would not be inconsistent with from the 
other lots served by the private road. 

(b) consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the 
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and 
policies of the general plan. 

The Road is currently in excellent shape. There are turnouts at regular intervals to allow for 
vehicles to pull over and let fire trucks pass. There is a road sharing agreement for road 
maintenance and all lot owners participate in the agreement. The new driveway to the proposed 
building site can satisfy all requirements of the City Codes. 
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( 5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest. 

The Subdivision residents are in agreement with the lot split and minimal impact to traffic on the 
existing private road. 



Prepared by­

James W. Siebert 

22nd September 2020 

Variance from minimum lot size for lots 
in Difficult and Mountainous Terrain 

Section 14-9.2.S(e) 
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SUBDIVISION PLAN 



APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(l) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), 
are required to grant a variance. 

(l)One or more of the following special circumstances applies: 

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from 
others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, 
characteristics that existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which 
the variance is sought, or that were created by natural forces or by government 
action for which no compensation was paid; 



Difficult and 
mountainous 
terrain 
regulations 
adopted in 1987 



( c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be 
resolved by compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided 
in Section 14-1. 7; or 



Comparative analysis R-1 without city water or 
sewer to R-1 with city water & sewer 

10 acre lot in difficult and mountainous terrain with R-1 Zoning. 

R-1 allows one dwelling/acre with water & sewer, or either water or sewer. 

1Oxl=10 dwellings on tract 

l0x0.75 for Difficult & Mountainous Terrain= 7.5 - 7 (rounded down) 

10 acre lot in Difficult & Mountainous Terrain with no city sewer or city water 

10/2.5=4 Dwellings x .75 =3 

7 DU/Acre vs 3 DU/Acre 

R-1 requires 1.375 acre lot to satisfy DMT, 1.375x0.75=1.00± 

R-1 without city water or sewer, 3.33x7.5=2.5 ± 



Since 1987 other city regulations have been adopted to protect hillside 
development such as limitation of heights of cut & fill slopes, height of 
retaining walls, percent of slopes, stormwater drainage management. 



(2) The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than 
financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the standards 
of Chapter 14. 
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(3) The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed 
on other properties in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant 
provisions of Chapter 14. 

Based on surrounding lots, the requested lot split is generally of the 
same or lesser intensity of development. 



( 4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make 
possible the reasonable use of the land or structure. The 
following factors shall be considered: 



(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for 
a different category or lesser intensity of use; 

In order to achieve a similar intensity of use to what exists in the area 
in the vicinity of Mr. Walpole, a variance is required to accomplish a 
lot split. 



(b) consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the 
purpose and intent of the articles and sections from which the variance 
is granted and with the applicable goals and policies of the general plan. 

The lot split is consistent with the minimum lot size for R-1 Zoning 
without city water or city sewer. It satisfies the intent of the city code by 
maintaining lot sizes consistent with acijoining and nearby lots. 



( 5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest 

The public interest is best served by the other lot 
owners in the area who are in agreement with the 
variance allowing/or the lot split. 



Land Use Department 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

Case No: 2020-2500 
Hearing Date: October 1, 2020 
Applicant: Liaison Planning Services, Inc. 
Request: Preliminary Subdivision 
Location: 1620 Agua Fria Street 
Case Mgr.: Lee Logston 
Zoning: R-5 (Residential- five dwelling 

units per acre) 
Overlay: None 
Pre-app Mtg: April 25, 2019 
ENN Mtg: June 3, 2020 
Proposal: Preliminary Subdivision approval 

for 7 residential lots on 1.4 7 
acres. 

Case #2020-2500. 1620 Agua Fria Street Romero Preliminary Subdivision. Liaison Planning 
Services, Inc., Agent, for Carlos and John Romero, Owners, requests approval of a preliminary 
subdivision plat for 7 single-family residential lots located at 1620 Agua Fria Street. The property is zoned 
R-5 (Residential- five dwelling units per acre) and is approximately 1.47 acres. (Lee Logston, Case 
Manager, lrlogston@santafenm.gov, 955-6136). 

I. RECOMMENDATION: 
The Planning Commission should APPROVE the preliminary subdivision plat, with the conditions of approval 
and technical corrections listed in this report. 

Two motions will be required in this case: 

• Approve or deny the Preliminary Subdivision for Case #2020-2500, subject to the conditions of 
approval and technical corrections recommended by staff. 

• Approve or deny the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case #2020-2500 (Exhibit A(2)) 

Case #2020-2500 1620 Agua Fria Romero Preliminary Subdivision 
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II. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Staff recommends the following conditions of approval for Case #2020-2500: 

# Condition of Approval Dept. or Division To be 
completed by: 

1 Draft Homeowners Association Covenants Land Use/Current Planning Prior to Final 
for City Land Use and Legal review. Subdivision 

Approval 
2 Lot 1 Shall access Prudencio Street. The Engineering Division/Traffic Prior to Final 

developer shall close Lot 1 's existing Subdivision 
access to Agua Fria. The developer shall Approval 
place a note on the plat stating that Lot 1 
shall only receive access to Prudencio 
Street. 

3 The Developer shall place a right-turn Engineering Division/Traffic Prior to Final 
deceleration lane off of Agua Fria Street Subdivision 
into Prudencio Street. The developer shall Approval 
dedicate the needed right-of-way to 
accommodate this deceleration lane. The 
design of the deceleration lane shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Public 
Works Department. 

4 An approved Water Plan from the Water Public Utilities/Water Prior to Final 
Division will be required. Water Plan Division Subdivision 
comments will be submitted to the design Approval 
engineer. 

5 Design Work shall comply with ICC ANSI Building Division/ADA Site Prior to Final 
A 117 .1-2009, Chapters 1-5 and Chapter 7 Subdivision 
as required, and applicable Federal and Approval 
State codes and statutes. (See 
Requirements & Conditions below for 
additional information). 

Following standard practice, redline comments will be provided to the surveyor who shall make any 
necessary changes to comply with technical corrections, and submit the corrected plat in Mylar. The 
"technical corrections" that must be made to the plat prior to recordation are listed in Exhibit A(1 ). 

Ill. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
The proposed preliminary subdivision is for seven residential lots at 1620 Agua Fria Street. The parcel is 
1.47 acres and is zoned R-5 (Residential- five dwelling units per acre). A home exists on the northern 
portion of the property. This home will access Agua Fria directly, but the other six lots will access 
Prudencio Street, a new 50-foot public right-of-way (ROW), that was approved and will be built as Phase 
1 of the Dos Acequias Subdivision. The subdivision will create six new building lots, an open 
space/drainage lot, and a smaller lot for the existing home. The southern portion of the property has a 
drainage easement for that subdivision. 
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The proposed preliminary subdivision meets all development standards and approval criteria and does 
not create or increase any non-conformities with Chapter 14; therefore, staff recommends approval. 

IV. EXISTING CONDITIONS: 
Land Use 
Surrounding development consists mostly of single-family homes. Surrounding zoning is primarily R-5 
(Residential- five dwelling units per acre) with some pockets of R-12 (Residential- twelve dwelling units 
per acre). 

Direction Property Address Zoning 
North Agua Fria Street, the Barrio La R-5 (Residential- five dwelling units per acre) 

Canada neighborhood 
East Osito Place R-5 (Residential- five dwelling units per acre) 

South Future Dos Acequias R-5 (Residential- five dwelling units per acre) 
Subdivision 

West Future Dos Acequias R-5 (Residential- five dwelling units per acre) 
Subdivision 

V. PROJECT ANALYSIS: 
Access 
All lots in the proposed subdivision will access Agua Fria Street via an approved but as yet unbuilt public 
street, Prudencio Street, the main access road for the Dos Acequias Subdivision. Prudencio Street will 
be a 50-foot public right-of-way (ROW), with one lane Entering Dos Acequias and left and right turn and 
lanes exiting to Agua Fria. Each of the proposed new lots will have direct driveway access, while the 
existing home at the north end of the property will be required to close its Agua Fria access and route a 
new driveway to Prudencio. 

As part of the Dos Acequias approval a portion of ROW was required to be dedicated at 1612 Agua Fria 
for a potential eastbound left turn lane into the Dos Acequias Subdivision. The Applicant will be required 
to dedicate necessary ROW to allow for the construction of this deceleration lane. The design of this 
deceleration lane shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department. This deceleration 
lane will be able to accommodate several cars, and will improve eastbound traffic movement as 
eastbound vehicles turn right onto Prudencio Street. 

Subdivision Analysis 
The six new residential lots have an average size of 5,289 square feet. A 17,158 square foot open space 
area will remain at the southern end of the project, and the existing home will remain on a newly created 
15, 415 square foot lot that will also access Prudencio Street. 

Grading and Drainage 
Individual lots will require on-lot ponding to mitigate runoff from each lot. Additionally, this development 
will include rain gardens in the landscape buffers in front of each house. This series of micro drainage 
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projects will reduce water usage, promote infiltration, and reduce runoff. Under an agreement with the 
developer of Dos Acequias, any Romero Subdivision drainage not captured on individual lots will go north 
to the small pond at the northwest corner of the Dos Acequias property (indicated by red circle in image 
below). 

The Acequia en Medic runs across the southern portion of the property. A grading and drainage 
easement was established there for the use of the Dos Acequias Subdivision, to handle storm water 
runoff. Overall, drainage facilities have been designed so that there will be a reduction of almost 2 CFS 
(Cubic Feet per Second) for the 100-year storm exiting their site near the same location. Both of these 
projects combined will result in an overall reduction in runoff exiting the combined sites. 

The construction of grading and drainage facilities for the Romero Subdivision will depend on timing with 
the construction of Dos Acequias. It is assumed that the adjacent Dos Acequias Phase 1 construction 
will be underway or possibly complete prior to the Romero Subdivision construction. In the event that the 
Romero Subdivision is built first, vegetated swales and a temporary detention pond are proposed to 
handle runoff. 

Fire, Water, Sewer, and Dry Utilities 
City water, sewer and all private utilities are available at the site. Sewer will connect to the proposed line 
in Prudencio Street. Fire hydrants will be installed as part of the Dos Acequias Subdivision. 

Case #2020-2500 1620 Agua Fria Romero Preliminary Subdivision 
Planning Commission October 1, 2020 Meellng 

Page4 ofl 



Impact on Schools 
The Applicant notified the Santa Fe Public Schools, per Ordinance 2008-32, of the proposed 
development. At the time of this staff report, no response had been received. 

Santa Fe Homes Program 
All subdivisions, other than family transfers and lot splits, trigger the Santa Fe Homes Program (SFHP) 
requirements for affordable units, but because the subdivision is comprised of fewer than ten lots, the 
Applicant is not required to build an affordable unit, and will pay a fee instead. The SFHP Agreement will 
be finalized at the time of subdivision approval and payment collected when final subdivision documents 
are recorded. In the event that the property is sold before lot sales commence, the obligation transfers 
with the title. The SFHP proposal is included in Exhibit E1. 

Homeowners Association and Private Covenants 
Homeowners Association Covenants will be drafted and reviewed by the City. The covenants will create 
landscape requirements, address drainage pond maintenance, and address general subdivision issues 
such as trash, noise, and parking. These covenants must be approved before final subdivision approval. 

Environmental Review: Archaeology and Prairie Dogs 
The project lies within the River and Trails Archaeological Review District. As the property is under two 
acres in size, an archaeological clearance permit will not be required per SFCC Subsection 14-
3.13(B)(2)(a). The Site will be assessed for prairie dogs and any colonies will be relocated per SFCC 
Section 14-8.12 prior to issuance of construction permits. 

VI. PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT 
SFCC Section14-3.7 governs the authority, procedures and restrictions for the division of land. SFCC 
Subsection 14-3. 7(B)(3)(d) states that "The Planning Commission shall review the preliminary plat and 
other materials submitted for conformity to this article, consider the Land Use Director report and 
recommendations and require any changes deemed advisable and the kind and extent of improvements 
to be made by the subdivider." 

The criteria for approval of a Preliminary Subdivision are detailed below: 

Criterion 1: In all subdivisions, due regard shall be shown for all natural 
Criterion Met: 

features such as vegetation, water courses, historical sites and 
(Yes/No) 

structures, and similar community assets that, if preserved, will add 
attractiveness and value to the area or to Santa Fe. 

YES 

Archaeological clearance was not required for this proposal. There is minimal vegetation on the site, 
and there are no water courses or historical sites. The primary natural feature on the site is the 
acequia, which has been incorporated into storm water retention for this project and the adjacent Dos 
Acequias subdivision. 
Criterion 2: The planning commission shall give due regard to the 
opinions of public agencies and shall not approve the plat if it determines 
that in the best interest of the public health, safety or welfare the land is 
not suitable for platting and development purposes of the kind proposed. 
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Land subject to flooding and land deemed to be topographically unsuited 
for building, or for other reasons uninhabitable, shall not be platted for 
residential occupancy, nor for other uses that may increase danger to 
health, safety or welfare or aggravate erosion or flood hazard. Such land 
shall be set aside within the plat for uses that will not be endangered by 
periodic or occasional inundation or produce unsatisfactory living 
conditions. See also Section 14-5.9 (Ecological Resource Protection 
Overlay District) and Section 14-8.3 (Flood Regulations). 
There are no water courses or FEMA designated flood plains on or near this property. The land is 
suitable for residential development of similar density to surrounding neighborhoods. 
Criterion 3: All plats shall comply with the standards of Chapter 14, Criterion Met: 
Article 9 (Infrastructure Design, Improvements and Dedication (Yes/No) 
Standards). YES 
The Development Review Team (DRT) has reviewed the Applicant's proposed subdivision design. 
The DRT includes the following City Divisions: Traffic, Terrain Management, Water, Sewer, Fire and 
Land Use. Review comments and conditions from the DRT provide necessary changes to the 
proposal to conform to the City Code in order to meet standards for public health, safety or welfare. 
The engineering design for terrain management, roads and utilities complies with all requirements of 
Chapter 14. 
Criterion 4: A plat shall not be approved that creates nonconformity or Criterion Met: 
increases the extent or degree of an existing nonconformity with the (Yes/No/NIA) 
provisions of Chapter 14 unless a variance is approved concurrently with YES 
the plat. 
No existing nonconformities are increased, nor are any nonconformities created by the approval of 
this subdivision. The Applicant is not requesting any variances with this proposal. 
Criterion 5: A plat shall not be approved that creates a nonconformity or Criterion Met: 
increases the extent or degree of an existing nonconformity with (Yes/No/NIA) 
applicable provisions of other chapters of the Santa Fe City Code unless YES 
an exception is approved pursuant to the procedures provided in that 
chapter prior to approval of the plat. 
No existing nonconformities are increased, nor are any nonconformities created by the approval of 
this subdivision. The Applicant is not requesting any exceptions with this proposal. 

VII. EARLY NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION 
An ENN was held on June 3, 2020. Approximately twelve members of the public attended the Zoom 
meeting. Most concerns had to do with traffic. Area residents feel strongly that the City should perform a 
traffic study to try to project future conditions on Agua Fria. Residents requested that an eastbound, right 
turn deceleration lane into the Dos Acequias subdivision should be built. The City Traffic Engineer has 
made this a condition of approval of the subdivision. 

VIII. EXPIRATION 
According to SFCC Subsection14-3.19(8)(2) "Approval of a preliminary subdivision plat ... shall expire 
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three years after final action approving it unless the final plat ... is approved." Should the Commission 
approve the preliminary subdivision plat and adopt the recommended Findings of Fact at this hearing, 
the expiration date would be October 1. 2023. 

IX. ATTACHMENTS: 

EXHIBIT A: 
1. Technical Corrections 
2. Draft Findings of Fact/Conclusions of Law Case #2020-2500 

EXHIBIT B: Development Review Team Memoranda 
1. Traffic Engineering Division, John Romero, P.E 
2. Terrain Management, Dee Beingessner 
3. Water Engineering Division, Brian Snyder 
4. ADA Site Compliance, Jason Kluck 
5. Fire Department, Geronimo Griego 

EXHIBIT C: Maps and Photos 

EXHIBIT D: Early Neighborhood Notification 

EXHIBIT E: Applicant Materials 
1. Application Submittals 
2. Proposed Subdivision 

APPROVED BY: 
Title 
Planning and Land Use Director 
Land Use Planner Manager 
Land Use Department Case Manager 
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Noah Berke, AICP, CFM 
Lee Logston, AICP 

Initials 
ESI 
NLB 
LL 

Page 7 of7 



Exhibit A 

1. Technical Corrections 
2. Draft Findings of Fact & Conclusions of 

Law 



1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 

EXHIBIT A 
Technical Corrections 

Case #2020-2500 
1620 Agua Fria Street Romero Preliminary Subdivision 

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 

Fire apparatus access shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet exclusive of 
shoulders and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches (IFC 2009 
Section 503.2.1 ). 
Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements as per IFC, or an emergency turn-around that 
meets the IFC requirements shall be provided (Appendix D Table D103.4). 
Shall comply with table D103.4 Requirements for Dead-End Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 
Fire Department shall have 150 feet distance to any portion of the building on any new 
construction (IFC 2009 section 503.1.1 ). 
507.5 Fire hydrant systems. Fire hydrant systems shall comply with Sections 507.5.1 through 
507.5.6. where required. Where a portion of the facility or building hereafter constructed or moved 
into or within the jurisdiction is more than 400 feet (122 m) from a hydrant on a fire apparatus 
access road, as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the facility or building. 
Shall have water supply that meets fire flow requirements as per IFC (Appendix B). 
Shall comply with Section D102.1 Access and Loading (75,000 lbs). 
Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.2 Grade. Fire apparatus access roads shall not exceed 
10 percent in grade. 
Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.5 Fire apparatus access road gates. 

10. Shall comply with IFC 2009, Appendix D, Aerial Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 
11. Shall meet the IFC code requirements 2009 edition or the most current edition the governing body 

has adopted at the time of permitting. 

1. Drainage Facilities Maintenance note shall be placed on the Plat. 
2. Dust Control Note Shall be placed on the Development Plan. 
3. Gunnison's Prairie dog note shall be placed on the Plat. 
4. This development shall comply with the most current requirements of the American with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) for all infrastructure improvements. Place a note on the Plat to reflect this 
condition. 

5. Include note on Plat for on-lot ponding requirement. 
6. Other comments will be provided on Plans at the time of the building permit and changes may be 

required during permitting process. 

1. Incorporate dimensions into construction plans for all features required for ADA accessibility. 
These may be on shown on an enlarged plan and as typical. 

2. Include Keyed note/tag/sheet reference for NMDOT curb ramp types and other applicable 
NMDOT design standards on construction plans. 
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3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 

7. 

EXHIBIT A 
Technical Corrections 

Case #2020-2500 
1620 Agua Fria Street Romero Preliminary Subdivision 

Indicate slopes along the accessible path of travel, including driveway and intersection crossings. 
Accessibility feature design within the Public Right-of-Way shall comply with NMDOT Pedestrian 
Access Route Details (Serial 608). Applicable On-Site accessible features shall also comply with 
NMDOT Serial 608 unless alternate feature design is provided for approval. 
Provide Design Professional Seal and signature with date signed on all drawing sheets. 
Submittal package is preliminary in nature. Further comments may be provided with subsequent 
submittals. 
See additional notes on DRT form. 
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City of Santa Fe 
Planning Commission 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

Case #2020-2500 
1620 Agua Fria Romero Preliminary Subdivision Plat 

Owner's/Applicant's Name- Geo Park, LLC 
Agent's Name- John Reeder 

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission (Commission) for hearing on October I, 
2020 (Hearing) upon the application (Application) of Liaison Planning Services, Inc., as agent for 
Carlos and John Romero (Applicants). 

The Application pertains to a property located at 1620 Agua Fria Street totaling approximately 
1.4 7 acres (Property). The Applicant requests approval of a preliminary subdivision plat for 7 
residential lots (Project). The Property is zoned R-5 (Residential-five dwelling units per acre). 

After conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons, the 
Commission hereby FINDS, as follows: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

General 

I. At the Hearing, the Commission received reports from staff, testimony and evidence from the 
Applicant, and testimony offered by any interested members of the public. 

2. Santa Fe City Code (SFCC) Section 14-3.1 sets out certain procedures to be followed on the 
Application, including, without limitation, (a) a pre-application conference [SFCC Section 
14-3.l(E)]; (b) an Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting [SFCC Section 14-
3.l(F)(2)(a)(v)]; and (c) compliance with notice and public hearing requirements [SFCC 
Section 14-3.1 (H)-(1)]. 

3. A pre-application conferences was held on April 25, 2019 in accordance with SFCC Section 
14-3.l(E). 

4. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.l(H)(l), notice of the ENN meetings was properly given. 
5. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3. l(F), a virtual ENN meetings was held on the Application, on 

June 3, 2020. The ENN meeting was attended by the Applicant, one member of City staff, 
and approximately 12 members of the public. Residents expressed concerns about traffic on 
Agua Fria Street, how small developments like this will affect traffic, and general quality of 
life. Residents expressed a desire for the City to perform a traffic study for the Agua Fria 
corridor. 

6. City staff reviewed the Application and related materials and information submitted by the 
Applicant for conformity with applicable SFCC requirements and provided the Commission 
with a written report of its findings (Staff Report), which evaluates the factors relevant to the 
Application. 



Case #2020-2500 
1620 Agua Fria Romero Preliminary Subdivision Plat 

7. Staff recommended that the Commission should approve the preliminary subdivision plat, 
subject to certain conditions ( the Conditions) and technical corrections set out in the Staff 
Report and exhibits. 

Preliminary Subdivision Plat 

8. Pursuant to SFCC Sections 14-2.3(C)(l) and 14-3.7(B)(3)(d), the Commission has the 
authority to review and approve or disapprove preliminary subdivision plats. 

9. SFCC Section 14-3.7(B) establishes certain procedures for preliminary subdivision plat 
approval including, without limitation, a public hearing by the Commission, review of the 
preliminary plat, and a decision based on the criteria set out in SFCC Section 14-3.7(C). 

10. SFCC Section 14-3.7(B)(3)(b) requires the Applicant to submit a preliminary plat prepared 
by a professional land surveyor, together with improvement plans and other specified 
supplementary material that demonstrates conformance with the standards of SFCC Section 
14-9 (Submittal Requirements). 

11. SFCC Section 14-3.7(C) sets out approval criteria and requires the Commission to make 
complete findings of fact sufficient to show that these criteria have been met before approving 
a preliminary subdivision. 

12. Pursuantto SFCC Section 14-3.7(C)(l), the Commission finds that due regard has been shown 
for all natural features, as there is minimal vegetation on the site, and there are no significant 
natural features, water courses, or historical sites. 

13. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.7(C)(2), the Commission finds that the land is suitable for 
platting and development purposes of the kind proposed, as there are no water courses or flood 
plains on or near the property. 

14. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.7(C)(3), the Commission finds that the plat complies with the 
infrastructure design, improvement, and dedication standards set forth in SFCC Section 14-9. 

15. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3.7(C)(4)-(5), the Commission finds that no existing 
nonconformities are increased, nor are any nonconformities created by the approval of this 
subdivision. The Applicant is not requesting any variances with this proposal. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the hearing, the 
Commission CONCLUDES as follows: 

General 

1. Pursuant to SFCC Section 14-3 .1, all procedures regarding the pre-application conference, 
ENN meeting, notice, and public hearing requirements have been followed. 

Preliminary Subdivision 

2. The Commission has the authority to review and approve the preliminary subdivision plat 
subject to conditions. 

3. The Applicant met the applicable Submittal Requirements. 
4. The preliminary subdivision plat should be approved, subject to the Conditions and 

technical corrections set forth in the Staff Report because all applicable code requirements 
and criteria for preliminary subdivision plat approval have been met. 

2 
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WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE 1st DAY OF OCTOBER 2020 BY THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE: 

Considering the foregoing findings and conclusions, the Commission approves the preliminary 
subdivision plat for the Project, subject to the Conditions and the technical corrections set forth in 
the Staff Report. The preliminary subdivision plat shall expire three years after issuance of this 
final action unless an extension is granted or a final subdivision plat is approved pursuant to SFCC 
Section 14-3.19(C). 

John B. Hiatt 
Chairperson 

FILED: 

Yolanda Y. Vigil 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Sally A. Paez 
Assistant City Attorney 

Date 

Date 

June 4, 2020 
Date 
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Exhibit B 
Development Review Team 

1. Traffic Engineering Division Review 
2. Terrain Management Review 
3. Water Engineering Division Review 
4. Building Division ADA Site Review 
5. Fire Department Review 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

CASE: 

ISSUE: 

September 8, 2020 

Lee Logston, Senior Land Use Planner 

John J. Romero, Engineering Division Director J'R. 

2020-2500: 1620 Agua Fria Romero Subdivision 

Liaison Planning Services, Inc., Agent, for Carlos and John Romero, Owners, requests approval 
of a preliminary subdivision plat for 7 single-family residential lots located at 1620 Agua Fria 
Street. The property is zoned R-5 (Residential- five dwelling units per acre) and is approximately 
1.47 acres. 

TRAFFIC: 
The proposed 7 lot subdivision is not expected to have a measurable effect on traffic in the 
surrounding area 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Conditions of Approval: Completed By 
1 Lot 1 Shall access Prudencio Street. The developer shall close Lot 1 's Prior to Subsequent 

existing access to Agua Fria. The developer shall place a note on the Submittal 
plat stating that Lot 1 shall onlv receive access to Prudencio Street. 

2 The Developer shall place a right-tum deceleration lane off of Agua Prior to Subsequent 
Fria Street into Prudencio Street. The developer shall dedicated the Submittal 
needed right-of-way to accommodate this deceleration lane. The 
design of the deceleration lane shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Public Works Department. 

Technical Corrections: Must be Completed By 
1 I None NIA 

SS001.PM5 · 7/95 



Date: 8/27 /20 

Development Review Team 

Comment Form 

Staff person: Dee Beingessner 

Dept/Div: Land Use/Terrain Management 

Case: Case #2020-2500 16200 Agua Fria Street Romero Preliminary Subdivision 

Case Mgr: Lee Logston 

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicable 
standards if the following are met: 

Conditions of Approval : Must be completed by: 

(None) 

Technical Corrections*· Must be completed by: 

1 Drainage Facilities Maintenance note shall be placed on the Plat or Prior to recordation 

Development Plan (see attached) 
2 Dust Control Note Shall be placed on the Plat or Development Plan 
(see attached) 
3 Gunnison's Prairie dog note shall be placed on the Plat or 
Development Plan (see attached) 
4 This development shall comply with the most current 
requirements of the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) for all 
infrastructure improvements. Place a note on the Plat to reflect this 
condition. 
5 Include note on Plat for on lot ponding requirement 

6 Other comments will be provided on Plans at the time of the 
building permit and changes may be required during permitting 
process 

*Must made prior to recording and/or permit issuance 

The applicant should be aware that the following code provisions or other requirements will 
apply to future phases of development of this project: 

1. [list any additional items] 
Explanation of Conditions or Corrections (if needed): 

1 



DRAINAGE FACILITIES MAINTENANCE NOTE 

ALL DRAINAGE FACILITIES SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY ALL PROPERTY OWNERS. 
THE PROPERTY OWNERS SHALL ALSO HA VE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
MAINTENANCE OF THE PUBLIC DRAINAGE EASEMENT. 

INSPECTIONS SHALL BE CONDUCTED BY A REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL 
ENGINEER IN THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO OR OTHER QUALIFIED PERSON. 
INSPECTIONS SHALL BE CONDUCTED ON THE DRAINAGE FACILITIES IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING SCHEDULE: 

ON OR ABOUT MARCH 15, ON OR ABOUT SEPTEMBER 15, AND AFTER EACH 
STORM EVENT OF I-INCH OR GREATER. MAINTENANCE OF THE DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES SHALL BE CONDUCTED AND DOCUMENTED BY THE ENGINEER AND 
THE OWNER. THE OWNER SHALL MAINTAIN A FILE OF THE INSPECTIONS AND 
REMEDIAL ACTION CONDUCTED ON THE DRAINAGE FACILITIES. 

WORK SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ENGINEER'S 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND SHALL INCLUDE, BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO THE 
FOLLOWING: 

A. FLUSH ALL CULVERTS, DROP INLETS AND DRAINAGE PIPES TO REMOVE 
SEDIMENT AND VEGETATION THAT PREVENTS OR HINDERS THE FLOW OF 
STORM WATER IN THE DRAINAGE STRUCTURE(S). 

B. REMOVE SEDIMENT IN PONDS THAT IS GREATER THAN 6-INCHES IN DEPTH, 
AND IF NECESSARY, RESEED WITH NATIVE GRASSES AND INSTALL FILTER 
FABRIC AND 3 TO 4 INCH COBBLE AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER. 

C. INSPECT FOR SEDIMENTATION IN ALL SWALES, DITCHES, DRAINGE PONDS 
AND REMOVE AND STABILIZE AS NECESSARY. 

D. INSPECT FOR SOIL EROSION AT ALL DRAINAGE PONDS, CUT AND FILL SLOPES, 
AND REPAIR OR STABILIZE ACCORDINGLY. 

E. INSPECT THE STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF DRAINAGE PONDS, SLOPES, RIP-RAP, 
GABIONS, DROP INLETS, CULVERTS, ENERGY DISSIPATORS, AND RETAINING 
WALLS, ROCK PLATING, EROSION CONTROL MA TS OR BLANKETS, AND REPAIR 
OR STABILIZE ACCORDINGLY. 

GUNNISON'S PRAIRIE DOG NOTE 

THE PROJECT SHALL COMPLY WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE GUNNISION'S 
PRAIRIE DOG ORDINANCE (ARTICLE 14-8.12). 

DUST CONTROL NOTE 

All on-site soil disturbing construction activities shall be addressed and provide 
measures to mitigate or control dust from being transported offsite and polluting 
neighboring properties. 

2 



Any person, owner, contractor or operator who conducts earthmoving and/or dust 
generating activities is responsible for implementing Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) in order to mitigate off-property transport of fugitive dust emissions. 

A plan, or storm water prevention plan (SWPPP) when applicable, listing the Best 
Management Practices (BMPs), shall be provided to the City Engineer, or their 
designee for review and approval. The approved BMPs shall be applied to the graded 
and/ or disturbed soil in order to stabilize the site. 

The initial BMP shall address how the Contractor will minimize the amount of 
disturbed soil, and how the Contractor will stabilize the disturbed surface area 
exposed to wind or vehicle traffic during construction. 

3 



Date: 08/26/2020 

Staff person: Brian Snyder 

Development Review Team 

Comment Form 

Dept/Div: Public Utilities/Water 

Case: Case #2020-2500. 1620 Agua Fria Street Romero Preliminary Subdivision. 

Case Mgr: Lee Logston 

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicable 
standards ifthe following are met: 

Conditions of Approval· Must be completed by· 

1 An approved Water Plan from the Water Division will be required. Prior to final plat 

Water Plan comments will be submitted to the design engineer. approval. 

2 

3 
4 

Technical Corrections•: Must be completed by: 

1 
2 

3 
4 

*Must made prior to recording and/or permit issuance 

The applicant should be aware that the following code provisions or other requirements will 
apply to future phases of development of this project: 

1. [list any additional items] 
Explanation of Conditions or Corrections (if needed): 



Development Review Team 

Comment Form 

Date: 08/21/2020 

Staff person: Jason M. Kluck 

Dept/Div: Land Use Dept./Building Division - ADA Site Review 

Case: Case #2020-2500 Preliminary Subdivision 

Case Mgr: 

1620 Agua Fria St. 

Lee Logston 

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicable 

standards if the following are met: 

Conditions of Approval: 
1. Design Work shall comply with ICC ANSI A117.1-2009, Chapters 

1-5 and Chapter 7 as required, and applicable Federal and State codes 
and statutes. (See Requirements & Conditions below for additional 
information). 

2. Incorporate dimensions into construction plans for all features required 
for ADA accessibility. These may be on shown on an enlarged plan and 
as typical. 

3. Include Keyed note/tag/sheet reference for NM DOT curb ramp types 
and other applicable NM DOT design standards on construction plans. 

4. Indicate slopes along the accessible path of travel, including 
driveway and intersection crossings. 

5. Accessibility feature design within the Public Right-of-Way shall comply 
with NM DOT Pedestrian Access Route Details (Serial 608). Applicable 
On-Site accessible features shall also comply with NM DOT Serial 608 
unless alternate feature design is provided for approval. 

Must be completed by: 
Prior to construction 
permit application 



Technical Corrections•: 

1. Provide Design Professional Seal and signature with date signed on all 
drawing sheets. 

2. Submittal package is preliminary in nature. Further comments may be 
provided with subsequent submittals. 

*Must made prior to recording and/or permit issuance 

Must be completed by: 

Prior to recording 

The applicant should be aware that the following code provisions or other requirements will 

apply to future phases of development of this project. 

Explanation of Requirements and Conditions: 

On-Site General ADA Compliance Requirements: 

Accessible path(s) of travel route shall be provided from the Public Right-of-Way and accessible parking 

aisle(s) to accessible building entrance(s) and shall comply with Section 302, floor surface, 303.4 Ramps, 

401 Accessible routes, 403 Walking surfaces, 405 ramps. Ensure accessible route(s) from the Public 

Right-of-Way and accessible parking space aisle(s) to building entrance(s) are provided and maintained. 

Provide detectable warning surfaces at curb ramps and transitions to driveway crossings along the 

accessible paths of travel as applicable. 

IBC 1104.1 Site arrival points: At least one {firm, stable, slip resistant) accessible route within 

the site shall be provided from: public transportation stops, accessible parking, accessible 

passenger loading zones, and public streets or sidewalks to the accessible building entrance 

served. 

Accessibility feature design within the Site shall comply with NM DOT Pedestrian Access Route Details 

{Serial 608) as provided in the permitted Construction Documents. 

All Sidewalks and Walkways along the accessible path of travel shall be firm, stable and slip resistant and 

shall comply with Section 302, floor surface, 303.4 Ramps, 401 Accessible routes, 403 Walking surfaces, 

405 ramps. Provide detectable warning surfaces at curb ramps and transitions to driveway crossings 

along the accessible paths of travel as applicable. 

Sidewalks and Walkways along the accessible path of travel shall not exceed 1:20 (5%) running slopes 

without handrail(s) in accordance with current ANSI 117.1 standards 505 & 2015 IBC 1014. Cross slopes 

shall not exceed 2% staff recommends 1% to 1.5% as a target cross slope. Walkways shall provide 5' 

diameter turning space every 200 linear feet of run. It is preferred to have marked crossings where the 

accessible route crosses vehicular traffic lanes. 



Ramps within the site shall have 1:12 {8.33%) running slope and 1:48 (2%) cross slope max. With a max. 

rise of 30" and with 5' clear length landings where straight. Changes in direction shall comply with 304.3. 

Landing typical slope is 1.5% and shall not exceed 2% running and cross slope. 

Curb Ramps shall have the required 5' clear length landing and turning space. Changes in direction shall 

comply with 304.3. Curb Ramps within the site shall have a target running slope of 7% or less typical 

and 1:12 {8.33%) maximum. Curb Ramp landing target slope is 1.5% and shall not exceed 2% running 

and cross slope maximum in any direction. 

At time of construction, the Contractor shall ensure ADA compliance for construction of required ADA 

accessible features and appurtenances, as detailed in, and in addition to, the approved construction 

permit documents. Improvements shall comply with ICC ANSI A117.1-2009 Chapters 1-5 and Chapter 7, 

2015 New Mexico Accessible Parking Checklist, MUTCD, NMDOJ, and NM State Statute and Code as 

applicable. 

ADA parking signage shall comply with the New Mexico Accessible Parking Checklist, latest version. 

Accessible Signage Detail - Signage with required language per the NM Accessible Parking Checklist is 

required at ALL ADA Parking spaces. Parking signage height shall be 84" above the floor of the parking 

space, measured to the bottom of the R7-8 sign in the Public right-of-way, accessible path of travel, 

pedestrian way or path of the means of egress. Locate Van Accessible Parking signs immediately below 

the reserved parking sign at wall mounted or other locations not in the pedestrian way. At Van 

Accessible signs located in the pedestrian way, the R7-8A Van Accessible sign shall be mounted at 84" to 

bottom of the sign. Wall mounted signs and signs not mounted in the public way shall be 60" {84" is 

preferred) minimum above the floor of the parking space, measured to the bottom of the sign. 

Per the 2015 NM Accessible Parking Checklist, Section 9 (NMBC-1111 Section 1.4 through 1.4.3) the ADA 

parking space access aisle shall be clearly marked by diagonal pavement striping. "NO PARKING" 

lettering shall be stenciled in 1 foot high min. and 2 inches wide min. strokes, and located at the drive 

end of the striped access aisle. The International Symbol of Accessibility (ISA) shall be stenciled at all 

parking spaces, centered on the space and aligned with the drive end of the parking space striping. All 

pavement striping and markings shall be stenciled with pavement paint; blue on concrete paving or 

white on asphalt paving. 

Accessible parking spaces and access aisles shall not exceed 2% slope in any direction. 1%-1.5% is the 

preferred target slope. 

Ensure ADA Accessible parking spaces are located in close physical proximity to any adjacent Accessible 

housing units and other accessible entrances {60% of all entrances shall be accessible), with the shortest 

path of travel available from the parking area to the unit(s) and accessible entrances. Ensure accessible 

routes from Accessible parking space aisle(s) to building entrance are provided/maintained. 

Wheel stops are encouraged at all ADA accessible parking spaces to help ensure required clearance 

along the accessible path of travel is maintained. 



Vertical clearance: Provide and maintain 80" of vertical clearance for the full width of all 

sidewalks/pedestrian routes. Rails or other barriers shall be provided where the vertical clearance is less 

than 80". The leading edge of such rails or barrier shall be located 27" max. above the floor. (307.4} 

Provide and maintain 98" vertical clearance at van parking spaces and access aisles, and accessible 

routes. (502.6) At Passenger Loading Zones, provide and maintain 114" min. vertical clearance at the 

exterior vehicular route and access aisles serving the vehicle pull-up space. (503.5} 

New bicycle racks shall comply with Santa Fe Chapter 14 Appendix Exhibit D for bicycle rack standards 

and dimensions. 

Off-Site PROW Compliance Requirements: 

Accessibility feature design within the Public Right-of-Way shall comply with NM DOT Pedestrian Access 

Route Details (Serial 608}. 

Driveway and intersection crossings shall not exceed 2% cross slope, shall have a level maneuvering 

space, shall have 1/4" max. vertical deflections, and 10% max. flare slope. 

Curb Ramps shall have the required 5' clear length landing and turning space. Changes in direction shall 

comply with 304.3. Curb Ramps within the site shall have a target running slope of 7% or less typical 

and 1:12 (8.33%} maximum. Curb Ramp landing target slope is 1.5% and shall not exceed 2% running 

and cross slope maximum in any direction. 

Sidewalks and Walkways along the accessible path of travel shall comply with Section 302, floor surface, 

303.4 Ramps, 401 Accessible routes, 403 Walking surfaces, 405 ramps. Provide detectable warning 

surfaces at curb ramps and transitions to driveway crossings along the accessible paths of travel as 

applicable. 

All walk surfaces along the accessible path of travel shall be firm, stable and slip resistant. Sidewalks and 

Walkways along the accessible path of travel shall not exceed 1:20 (5%) running slopes without 

handrail(s} in accordance with current ANSI 117.1 standards 505 & 2015 !BC 1014. Cross slopes shall not 

exceed 2% staff recommends 1% to 1.5% as a target cross slope. Walkways shall provide 5' diameter 

turning space every 200 linear feet of run. It is preferred to have marked crossings where the accessible 

route crosses vehicular traffic lanes. 

At time of construction, the Contractor shall ensure ADA compliance for construction of required ADA 

accessible features and appurtenances, as detailed in, and in addition to, the approved construction 

permit documents. Improvements shall comply with ICC ANSI A117.1-2009 Chapters 1-5 and Chapter 7, 

2015 New Mexico Accessible Parking Checklist, MUTCD, NMDOJ, and NM State Statute and Code as 

applicable. 



Date: 08/27/2020 

Development Review Team 

Comment Form 

Staff person: Geronimo Griego 

Dept/Div: Fire Prevention 

Case: 2020-2500 1620 Agua Fria Street Romero Preliminary Subdivision 

Case Mgr: Lee Logston 

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicable 
standards if the following are met: 

Conditions of Approval: 
by: 

Technical Corrections•: 

1. Fire apparatus access shall have an unobstructed width of not 
less than 20 feet exclusive of shoulders and an unobstructed 
vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches (IFC 2009 
Section 503.2.1). 

2. Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements per IFC, or an 
emergency tum-around that meets the IFC requirements shall 
be provided (Appendix D Table Dl03.4). 

3. Shall comply with table D103.4: Requirements for Dead-End 
Fire Apparatus Access Roads. 

4. Fire Department shall have 150 feet distance to any portion of 
the building on any new construction (IFC 2009 section 
503.1.1). 

5. Fire hydrant systems shall comply with Sections 507.5.1 
through 507.5.6. 507.5.1 Where required. Where a portion of 
the facility or building hereafter constructed or moved into or 
within the jurisdiction is more than 400 feet (122 m) from a 
hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured by an 
approved route around the exterior of the facility or building. 

6. Shall have water supply that meets fire flow requirements as 
per IFC (Appendix B). 

7. Shall comply with Section D 102.1 : Access and Loading 
(75,000 lbs). 

Must be completed 

I Prior t? ~Janning 
comm1ss1on. 

Must be completed by: 
At the time of any 
new construction or 
remodel. 



8. Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.2 Grade: Fire 
apparatus access roads shall not exceed 10 percent in grade. 

9. Shall comply with IFC 2009 Section D103.5 Fire apparatus 
access road gates. 

10. Shall comply with IFC 2009, Appendix D, Aerial Fire 
Apparatus Access Roads. 

11. Shall meet the IFC code requirements 2009 edition or the 
most current edition the governing body has adopted at the 
time of permitting. 

*Must made prior to recording and/or permit issuance 



Exhibit C 

Maps and Photos 

1. Future Land Use Map 
2. Current Zoning Map 
3. Aerial Photo 
4. Google Overlay 



Exhibit C1: Future Land Use Map 

Future Land Use 

3-7 dwellings per acre 

I 7-12 dwellings per acre 

Commercial, lnstltutlonal & Industrial 
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Exhibit C3: Aerial View 



Exhibit C-4: Google Overlay 
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Exhibit D 

Early Neighborhood Notification 

1. ENN Packet 
2. ENN Notes 



LIAISON Planning Services Inc. 
P.O. Box 1835 Santa Fe, NM 87504 (505) 920-6839 liaisonplanning@grnail.com 

May 18, 2020 

Re: Early Neighborhood Notification Meeting Romero Subdivision 
1620 Agua Fria Street Santa Fe, NM 

Dear Neighbor, 

Due to social distancing statewide requirements and health concerns associated with the Corona Virus (COVID 19), an 
ENN meeting will be conducted online via Zoom Video/ Teleconference for Aguafina Subdivision. The purpose of this 
neighborhood meeting is to discuss an application for Preliminary Plat approval for an 8-lot residential subdivision. The 
subdivision is one lot approximately 1.47 acres in size and zoned R-5. In accordance with the requirements of the City 
of Santa Fe's Early Neighborhood Notification ordinance, this is to inform you that a meeting is scheduled for: 

Topic: Romero Subdivision ENN Meeting 
Time: Jun 3, 2020 05:30 PM Mountain Time (US and Canada) 
Join Zoom Meeting 
htlps://us02web.zoom.us/j/89449496129?pwd=b1Rod2Isb0hPcjF6Ui9vUkJWUXdYQT09 

Meeting ID: 894 4949 6129 
Password: 653969 
One tap mobile 
+13462487799,,89449496129#,, 1#,653969# US (Houston) 
+16699006833,,89449496129#,, 1#,653969# US (San Jose) 

Dial by your location 
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston) 
+1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose) 
+1253215 8782 US (Tacoma) 
+1312626 6799 US (Chicago) 
+1 929 436 2866 US (New York) 
+1 3017158592 US (Germantown) 

Meeting ID: 894 4949 6129 
Password: 653969 
Find your local number: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kc9PexK9Cr 

The Early Notification ordinance provides for an exchange of information between perspective applicants for 
development projects and the project's neighbors before the application becomes too firm to respond meaningfully to 
community input. 
Attached, please find a vicinity map outlining the project area. If you have any questions or comments, please contact 
Liaison Planning Services Inc., (505) 920-6839. 

Sincerely, 

Dolores I. Vigil 

Attachments: Vicinity Map 

Special Note: Persons with disabilities in need of special accommodations or the hearing impaired in need of an interpreter please contact 
the Land Use Office (505) 6820 5 days prior to the hearing or meeting date. 



ENN GUIDELINES 

I Applicant.lnformaUon I 
Project Name: Romero Subdivision Application for 1620 Agua Fria Street Santa Fe, NM 

Name: Romero Carlos J. and John C. 
Last First M.I. 

Address: 1620 Agua Fria Street 
Street Address Suite/Unit # 

Santa Fe NM 87505 
City State ZIP Code 

Phone: (505) 920-6839 E-mail Address: c/o liaisonplanning@gmail.com 

Please address each of the criteria below. Each criterion is based on the Early Neighborhood Notification 
(ENN) guidelines for meetings, and can be found in Section 14-3.1(F)(5) SFCC 2001, as amended, of the Santa 
Fe City Code. A short narrative should address each criterion (if applicable) in order to facilitate discussion of 
the project at the ENN meeting. These guidelines should be submitted with the application for an ENN meeting 
to enable staff enough time to distribute to the interested parties. For additional detail about the criteria, 
consult the Land Development Code. 

(a) EFFECT ON CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOODS For example: number 
of stories, average setbacks, mass and scale, landscaping, lighting, access to public places, open spaces and trails. 

The property is located on the south side of Agua Fria, east of Osito Place and is zoned R-5. The 
property is approximately 1.47 acres. The applicant would like subdivide the property into 8 
residential lots. The property will be subdivided into lots no less than the minimum allowed. Access 
will be from Des Acequias Subdivision and Agua Fria. Open space, landscaping, parking, lighting 
and setbacks will be provided per code. 

(b) EFFECT ON PROTECTION OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT For example: trees, open space, rivers, arroyos, 
floodplains, rock outcroppings, escarpments, trash generation, fire risk, hazardous materials, easements, etc. 

The proposed development will protect the physical environment by meeting all development 
standards. 

(c) IMPACTS ON ANY PREHISTORIC, HISTORIC, ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR CULTURAL SITES OR 
STRUCTURES, INCLUDING ACEQUIAS AND THE HISTORIC DOWNTOWN For example: the project's 
compatibility with historic or cultural sites located on the property where the project is proposed. 

The property will not impact any prehistoric, historic, archeological, or cultural sites and structures 
including acequias and is located outside of the historic downtown. 



ENN Questionnaire 
Page 2 o/3 

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING DENSITY AND LAND USE WITHIN THE SURROUNDING AREA AND WITH LAND 
USES AND DENSITIES PROPOSED BY THE CITY GENERAL PLAN For example: how are existing City Code 
requirements for annexation and rezoning, the Historic Districts, and the General Plan and other policies being met. 

Approving this application will not adversely affect the public interest. The Project will benefit the 
public interest by providing much needed housing for Santa Fe residents on Agua Fria with close 
proximity to public transportation and employments centers. The Project is also close to many 
amenities such as grocery stores, pharmacies, restaurants, and medical services. The term "Public 
Interest" is not defined in Chapter 14; however, the Governing Body has implemented the General 
Plan and Chapter 14 in order to establish minimum standards for health, safety and welfare 
affecting land uses and developments as a means to protect the public interest. This development 
proposal will provide buildable lots that will allow affordable residences which will supplement much 
needed housing for the City of Santa Fe. The City's 1999 General Plan supports infill development 
in urban centers where feasible, and to "Promote a compact urban form and encourage 
sensitive/compatible infill development" (Section 1. 7.9). 

(e) EFFECTS ON PARKING, TRAFFIC PATTERNS, CONGESTION, PEDESTRIAN SAFETY, IMPACTS OF THE 
PROJECT ON THE FLOW OF PEDESTRIAN OR VEHICULAR TRAFFIC AND PROVISION OF ACCESS FOR THE 
DISABLED, CHILDREN, LOW-INCOME AND ELDERLY TO SERVICES For example: increased access to public 
transportation, alternate transportation modes, traffic mitigation, cumulative traffic imp.acts, pedestrian access to 
destinations and new or improved pedestrian trails. 

The applicant proposes to provide adequate ingress and egress to meet the minimum requirements 
for development. 

(f) IMPACT ON THE ECONOMIC BASE OF SANTA FE For example: availability of jobs to Santa Fe residents; market 
impacts on local businesses; and how the project supports economic development efforts to improve living 
standards of neighborhoods and their businesses. 
While new development is frequently perceived to create a negative impact on existing property 
owners in the immediate vicinity, that impact must be weighed against the benefit to the public, or 
the expense to the public, of not building the development. The development of this property as 
proposed would provide reasonably priced, infill housing close to shopping, and employment. The 
public interest of increasing the supply of market rate and affordable housing stock is served by this 
oroiect. 
(g) EFFECT ON THE AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND AVAILABILITY OF HOUSING CHOICES FOR 
ALL SANTA FE RESIDENTS For example: creation, retention, or improvement of affordable housing; how the 
project contributes to serving different ages, incomes, and family sizes; the creation or retention of affordable 
business space. 

According to the section 1.7.1 within the General Plan affordable housing is encouraged for all 
incomes throughout the City and should be provided close to jobs to encourage to promote transit 
use. The proposed subdivision will provide affordable housing in a setting that is in need of such 
development. The project is not limited to an age group, nor income. 



ENN Questionnaire 
Page 3 of 3 

(h) EFFECT UPON PUBLIC SERVICES SUCH AS FIRE, POLICE PROTECTION, SCHOOL SERVICES AND OTHER 
PUBLIC SERVICES OR INFRASTRUCTURE ELEMENTS SUCH AS WATER, POWER, SEWER, COMMUNICATIONS, 
BUS SYSTEMS, COMMUTER OR OTHER SERVICES OR FACILITIES For example: whether or how the project 
maximizes the efficient use or improvement of existing infrastructure; and whether the project will contribute to the 
improvement of existing public infrastructure and services. 

Public water and sewer are readily available at this site and have sufficient capacity to handle the 
additional load from this development. All other outside utility providers agree that this site is well 
served by existing infrastructure, with all dry utilities either already on, adjacent to, or in close 
proximity to the property. Dry utilities are of sufficient capacity to serve the project at full 
development. 

(i) IMPACTS UPON WATER SUPPLY, AVAILABILITY AND CONSERVATION METHODS For example: conservation 
and mitigation measures; efficient use of distribution lines and resources; effect of construction or use of the 
project on water quality and supplies. 

The development will be served by City Water and sewer. Conservation methods will be 
incorporated into the project as required by Code. 

(j) EFFECT ON THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR COMMUNITY INTEGRATION AND SOCIAL BALANCE THROUGH MIXED 
LAND USE, PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN, AND LINKAGES AMONG NEIGHBORHOODS AND RECREATIONAL 
ACTIVITY AND EMPLOYMENT CENTERS For example: how the project improves opportunities for community 
integration and balance through mixed land uses, neighborhood centers and/or pedestrian-oriented design. 

The property is bounded by single family residential. The proposed project will clearly improve the 
site and will be designed to easily integrate with surrounding developments. The applicant 
proposes a site that compliments the streetscape to ensure compatibility with adjacent properties 
and the Future Land Use Map/ Transitional Mixed Use. 

(k) EFFECT ON SANTA FE'S URBAN FORM For example: how are policies of the existing City General Plan being 
met? Does the project promote a compact urban form through appropriate infill development? Discuss the project's 
effect on intra-city travel and between employment and residential centers. 

The lot on which the development is proposed is presently underutilized. Infill development of this 
type is supported by the Plan in reference to this Section 1. 7 .11, because it calls for new 
development to be "oriented from established neighborhoods to urban context and promotes active 
street and outdoor life". 



Project Name 

Project Location 

Project Description 

City of Santa Fe 
Land Use Department 
Early Neighborhood Notification 
Meeting Notes 

Romero Preliminary Subdivision 

1620 Agua Fria Street 

8 Lot Preliminary Subdivision 

Applicant I Owner John & Carlos Romero 

Agent Liaison Planning, Dolores Vigil 

Pre-App Meeting Date ._I A'-=p'--'ril'--'2"'5'-''-=2'--"0--'-1-=-9 ____________________ _, 

ENN Meeting Date June 3, 2020 ~--~---------------------~ 
ENN Meeting Location Virtual Meeting - Zoom 

Application Type Preliminary Subdivision 

Land Use Staff ~Le_e_L_og~s_t_o_n ____________________ ~ 

other Staff 

Attendance 

Notes/Comments: 

Lee Logston, Dolores Vigil (Agent), John Romero (Applicant), 
a roximatel 12 members of the ublic 

The virtual meeting began a little after 5:30 PM in order to make sure everyone had time to 
join. Mr. Logston briefly explained the nature of the application. Neighbors will have 
opportunity for public input at both the Preliminary and Final Subdivision stages at the 
Planning Commission. 

Ms. Vigil then gave a brief summary of the proposal, sharing her ENN guidelines and a color 
drawing of the subdivision superimposed on a Google Earth image on her screen. Ms. Vigil 
explained that the existing house would access Agua Fria and that the new lots would access 
Prudencio Street, a new street to be built as part of the Dos Acequias subdivision. She 
showed the layout of the lots and the open space at the south end of the project. 

A resident asked if the ENN was being recorded so that it could be shown to other residents 
later, and Ms. Vigil said that it was not. Mr. Logston then briefly discussed how attendees can 
participate in the Zoom format, explaining the functions on the screen. 

1 
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Then Mr. Logston and Ms. Vigil began a question and answer session with the residents. 
Topics of discussion: 

• A resident wanted clarification on traffic. Was the applicant stating that because the 
lots were accessing the new Dos Acequias street, somehow that lessens traffic on 
Agua Fria? Ms. Vigil clarified that this was not what she was saying, that she meant the 
traffic from the new lots was being directed to a better street and turning situation onto 
Agua Fria compared to turning out of a narrow private lot access driveway. 

• A resident wanted clarification on what the Prudencio Street connection to Agua Fria 
looked like. Would there be an island of some type? Mr. Logston showed a screen 
image and clarified that there was no island, but that the street connection consisted of 
a lane coming in and both a left and right turn lane going out. 

• Would there be a right turn lane headed east into Dos Acequias? Several residents 
stated they believed that this was promised by the developer. Mr. Logston clarified that 
a section of right of way was dedicated by Dos Acequias for the purposes of a right 
turn lane, but that it was not promised and the dedication was performed in the event 
that it becomes possible to build one in the future. There was discussion that now this 
might be the opportunity, so wouldn't it be built? Mr. Logston explained that it would be 
the Traffic Engineer's call. 

• Rick Martinez asked how this timed with Dos Acequias. Mr. Logston explained that as 
the lots would access the Phase 1 road construction of Prudencio, that this small 
subdivision would not be built until Phase 1 of Dos Acequias was built. Some 
discussion of timing and road dedication continued. 

• There was discussion of the open space at the south end of the development. Mr. 
Logston explained that there was a grading and drainage easement on that portion of 
property to service Dos Acequias. Did that mean there would be no disturbance of the 
dry acequia? Mr. Logston explained that only as was designed and approved for Dos 
Acequias. 

• Mr. Martinez mentioned another five-lot subdivision north of Agua Fria that had just 
been advertised, and that it would have an entrance directly across from Dos 
Acequias. Mr. Logston clarified that that is an existing lot access driveway, was only a 
secondary access for the mentioned subdivision (primary access off Paseo de 
Conquistadora), and that it was actually 60 to 70 feet west of where the Prudencio 
intersection would be. Additionally, a variance would be required for the subdivision to 
be approved. 

• Several residents asked if there would be a traffic study for this proposal. Mr. Logston 
pointed out that a traffic study is not usually required for such a small subdivision, and 
that there was vacant land all up and down Agua Fria that would be built in the future. 
A resident suggested that we should figure out by allowed density how many lots that 
would be, and include this in a traffic study. Mr. Logston stated that then we'd have to 
try to figure out all the traffic that's coming from Siler and everywhere else too. Traffic 
studies are based on parameters known at the time, and the farther out one tries to 
project, the less accurate they become, therefore there is an accepted methodology. 

• Residents continued to discuss traffic, and Mr. Logston said that ultimately, it's up to 
the traffic Engineer to make these calls. We can make requests or suggestions, but it 
will be his decision. 

Mr. Logston told everyone to email him with questions and explained that he is available by 
phone, but that phone calls to his office phone would come to his email as messages. The 
meeting was adjourned at approximately 6:30. 
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LIAISON Planning Services Inc. 
P.O. Box 1835 Santa Fe, NM 87504 (505) 920-6839 liaisonplanning@gmail.eom 

August 17, 2020 

City of Santa Fe Planning Commission 
Land Use Department 
P.O. Box 909 
Santa Fe, NM 87504-0909 

LETTER OF INTENT 

Re: Romero Subdivision Preliminary Plat Application 
1620 Agua Frio, Santa Fe, NM 

Dear Commissioners, 

On behalf of Carlos J. and John C. Romero, please accept this 
application as a formal request to review and approve a Preliminary Subdivision 
Plat for a 7-lot residential subdivision located at 1620 Agua Frio Santa Fe, NM. The 
property is located on the south side of Agua Frio, east of Osito Place, west of 
The Academy At Larragoiti and is zoned R-5. The property is approximately 1.47 
acres. The applicant would like subdivide the property into 7 residential lots. An 
existing home is located on the north end of the lot and will remain (see Site 
Plan). The property will be subdivided into lots no less than the minimum allowed. 
Access will be from Dos Acequias Subdivision and Agua Frio. Open space, 
landscaping, parking, lighting and setbacks will be provided per code. Enclosed 
is the Preliminary Subdivision Plat and all appropriate documentation for your 
review and approval. 

Project Description: 

The 1.47-acre property is a vacant tract of land zoned R-5. The proposed 
subdivision is comprised of 7 single family residential lots. One of the lots has an 
existing home that will be accessed directly off of Agua Frio. The remaining 
lots will be accessed of off Prudencio Street. The proposed lots meet and exceed 
current R-5 zoning standards for minimum lot size. Lot coverage will not exceed 
the allowable standards within this zoning district. Sidewalks and landscape planting 
strips are proposed along Prudencio Street and within open space areas. 

The applicant perceives this development as an affordable housing subdivision which 
will allow stick-built homes that meet City standards. Each home will be constructed to 



meet all required development standards regarding height, setbacks, lighting, 
landscaping and lot coverage. As required, the applicant will enter into a contract 
with The City of Santa Fe Housing Opportunity Program {see attached Proposal). 

Legal Lot of Record: 

Attached is a legal lot of record entitled "Survey Made For Prudencio and 
Delfina U. Romero Precinct 32, Santa Fe, N. Mex." James Harvey Map. The 
enclosed quick claim deed shows conveyance of this property. 

Zoning: 

The zoning for this property is R-5. The application meets and exceeds the 
minimum lot size requirement and all development standards within this district. 

School District Nojice: 

The applicant has submitted a written notice of the proposed application to 
the Santa Fe Public School District. No response from the District has been 
received. 

Terrain Management: 

The lot is primarily flat with a gentle slope from east to west as indicated on the 
attached terrain management plan. Drainage improvements will follow existing 
drainage patterns. 

All lots will be required to adhere to land development regulations regarding on 
site ponding requirements per Subsection 14-8.2. The maintenance of these 
ponds will be the responsibility of the individual homeowner. The proposed 
development is designed to protect and enhance the natural topography and 
vegetation, by minimizing soil erosion and sediment transport caused by storms 
and inclement weather. 

Storm drainage computations for existing conditions were calculated using on 
site topographic mapping prepared for the project and City of Santa Fe GIS 
mapping where needed for additional coverage. It is assumed that the 
adjacent Dos Acequias Phase 1 construction will be underway or possibly 
complete prior to the Romero Subdivision construction. For the Romero 
Subdivision to be feasible as designed, it relies on the construction of Prudencio 
Street, a future City-owned roadway to be constructed as part of the Dos 
Acequias Subdivision. As such, three separate drainage analyses are required to 
adequately model the drainage situation; Existing, Pending Adjacent 
Construction, and developed {see drainage report). 



This property is located outside of escarpment overlay zones. 

Covenants: 

The applicant will draft covenants for review and approval. The covenants are 
written to protect the intended character of the subdivision. These covenants will 
limit the number of cars, disallow junk vehicles, create landscape requirements, 
designate parking areas, address trash and noise, and maintenance of ponds. 
The covenants will be referenced on the Final Subdivision Plat and recorded in 
the Santa Fe County Clerk's Office. 

Landscaping. Lighting and Signage: 

The property is sparse with very little vegetation. In order to enhance and 
beautify the subdivision the applicant will provide landscaping in accordance 
with development standards as indicated on the attached landscape plans. 
Existing vegetation will preserved and maintained where possible. The plan 
illustrates where shrubs and trees will be located within designated open space 
areas (see Landscape Plan). 

Water/ Wastewater and Fire Protection: 

The subject property will be improved with City water and sewer service to each 
lot. The sewer line will hook up on Prudencio Street, running west. The proposed 
lines have been engineered to meet City standards for installation and 
maintenance. 

Water Budget: 

O. 15 ac. ft. x 6 lots = 
Landscaping 

.9 ac. ft. 
0.19 ac. ft. 
1.09 ac. ft. 

1.09 ac. ft. Total 

Fire hydrants are located along Agua Frio and will be available along Prudencio 
Street within the Dos Acequias Subdivision. 

pry Utilities: 

Each lot will be serviced by electric and gas. The applicant has met with PNM 
and Gas Company of NM to make certain that the proposed easement is in 
compliance with all requirements. In addition, all utilities will be placed 
underground and installed by a licensed contractor. 



Solid Waste: 

The proposed subdivision shall be served by the City of Santa Fe Solid Waste 
Management Division. 

Santa Fe Homes Program: 

The applicant has entered into an agreement with the Santa Fe Homes 
Affordable Housing program and has agreed on a fee of $27,900.00. 

Access and Traffic: 

The property is located on the south side of Agua Frio, east of Osito Place, west 
of the Academy at Larragoti. Access for the interior lots will be from Prudencio 
Street and Agua Frio. The existing residence will continue to access off of Agua 
Frio (see enclosed Site Plan). 

Subdivision Approval Criteria: 
(I) In all subdivisions, due regard shall be shown for all natural 

features such as vegetation, water courses, historical sites 
and structures, and similar community assets that, if 
preserved, will add attractiveness and value to the area or 
to Santa Fe. 

All lots w/11 be required to adhere to land development 
regulations regarding on site ponding, landscaping, open 
space and lot coverage. Runoff w/11 be controlled and 
setbacks and landscaping wlll be maintained. The 
subdivision has been designed to provide each Individual 
lot owner their own private open space, located outside of 
bulldable areas. This wlll ensure each property owner has 
their own private area as desired by this housing type. In 
order to promote a harmonious development, create quality 
of life and develop a community: trees will be planted and 
maintained along the roadways and within the open space. 

(2) The planning commission shall give due regard to the 
opinions of public agencies and shall not approve the plat if 
it determines that in the best interest of the public health, 
safety or welfare the land is not suitable 
for platting and development purposes of the kind 
proposed. Land subject to flooding and land deemed to 
be topographically unsuited for building, or for other reasons 
uninhabitable, shall not 
be platted for residential occupancy, nor for other uses that 



(3) 

may increase danger to health. safety or welfare or 
aggravate erosion or flood hazard. Such land shall be set 
aside within the plat for uses that will not be endangered by 
periodic or occasional inundation or produce unsatisfactory 
living conditions. See also Section 14-5.9 (Ecological 
Resource Protection Overlay District) and Section 14-8.3 
(Flood Regulations). 

The parcel was created as a family transfer through 
warrantee deeds and handed down to family members. The 
opp/leant has demonstrated that all proposed 
Improvements meet requirements for utllffles, bulldable 
areas. open space, landscaping, setbacks and easements. 
Each lot has building areas no more than the required 40% 
allowable and each Individual lot will meet regulations for 
maintaining runoff ons/te. Homes will not be built wHhln 
areas subject to runoff accumulation. The properly Is not 
located within a nood zone nor arroyo or watercourse. 

All plats shall comply with 
Article 9 {Infrastructure 
Dedication Standards). 

the standards of Chapter 14, 
Design, Improvements and 

The proposed subdivision plat meets all standards of 
Chapter 14, Article 9 regarding Infrastructure design, 
Improvements and dedication standards. Although the lots 
are narrow, the proposed design Illustrates a subdivision that 
meets all regulatory standards. The appllcants have made 
every effort to address a// Issues. 

(4) A plat shall not be approved that creates a nonconformity 
or increases the extent or degree of an existing 
nonconformity with the provisions of Chapter 14 unless a 
variance is approved concurrently with the plat. 

The properly has one existing residence, no non­
conformities exist. There Is no request for a variance. 

(5) A plat shall not be approved that creates a nonconformity 
or increases the extent or degree of an existing 
nonconformity with applicable provisions of other chapters 
of the Santa Fe City Code unless an exception Is approved 
pursuant to the procedures provided in that chapter prior to 
approval of the plat. 

There are no requests for an exception. 



The proposed subdivision is in keeping with governing rules and regulations within 
the zoning district. Your consideration for approval is greatly appreciated. 

I. Vigil 
Planning Services Inc. 

Attachments: Application 
Authorization 
Legal Lot of Record 
Quick Claim Deed 
Vicinity Map 
Santa Fe Housing Proposal 
Drainage Report 
Site Plan 
Preliminary Subdivision Plat 
Landscape Plan 
Engineered Drawings 



City of Santa Fe 
SANTA FE HOMES PROGRAM 

PROPOSAL 
"Romero Subdivision" 

1620 Agua Fria, Santa Fe, New Mexico 

~ 
This Santa Fe Homes Program Proposal ("SFHP Proposal") is made this !.1. day of fr~11_ff: , 

2020 by Carlos]. Romero and John C. Romero ("SFHP Developer"). 

RECITALS 

A. SFHP Developer is the developer of Romero Subdivision hereinafter referred 

to as the "Property". 

B. SFHP Developer desires to subdivide and develop the Property. 

C. It is understood that all representations made herein are material to the City 

and that the City will rely upon these representations in permitting or approving 

development of the Property. 

PROPOSAL 

SFHP Developer proposes to comply with the SFHP requirements as follows: 

A. DEVELOPMENT REQUEST. 

1. SFHP Developer seeks pyelimin_ary and final subdivision approval. 

2. The Property is to be developed as6 -~~ _ _for-purchase 

homes/manufactured home lots (in addition to existing home on property). 

B. SFHP PLAN. The project has an area of approximately acres, zoned R-5, 

permitting 5 dwelling units per acres. SFHP Developer proposes to build .li__dwelling units. 

Developer agrees to comply with the Santa Fe Homes Program ordinance. Because the 

development is comprised often (10) or fewer units, the SFHP does not require construction 

of any SFHP Homes. The SFHP Developer agrees to make a payment of $Z7.900.00, as 



calculated pursuant to SFHP. The payment shall be made to the City of Santa Fe and 

deposited into the Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF). 

C. S.!JCCESSORS J.NTI.Tkll, SFHP Developer proposes to develop the Property 

consistent with this SFHP Proposal. In the event that SFHP Developer sells, assigns, leases, 

conveys, mortgages, or encumbers the Property to any third party, the third party shall be 

required to execute a SFHP Agreement consistent with this Proposal prior to obtaining any 

City approvals. 

D. MONITORING. SFHP Developer proposes to provide such information and 

documentation as the City may reasonably require in order to ensure that the actual sales 

were in compliance with the SFHP Agreement. 

E. DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES. SFHP Developer does request a density 

bonus as a term of compliance through the payment of fees as allowed by SFCC 26-lfor 

projects often (10) or fewer units/lots. 

F. REVISIONS, MODIFICATIONS ANDSUPPLEMENTATION. OF THIS PROPOSAL. 

In the event that the SFHP Developer or the City make material modifications, including 

modifications to the number of lots or units or the area covered by the Proposal, a revised 

SFHP Proposal shall be promptly submitted to the Office of Affordable Housing in order to 

provide a SFHP Proposal that is current and reflects the intended development. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Proposal is made the day and year first written above. 

SF.HP DF.VF.I.OPF.R: 

;Jor...., C; I?.,...,. ,J'VP.,f.,.., /c:a,.;o, :r. ,€,,;,,,4ro
1 

Jt//J..,.fr1er 
{Print Name, Title) 

7 

2 



STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 
)ss. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this /?-day of¥ 

2020, by ib'!C. ~o +~)oi ~~e {title} ~~~+- ?~9 . of 

{entity} .~ V 'V;;)-('-b:uV __ 

• 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
ALEXA~IIRA K FA.LTER;HAIIN 

NOTARI' Pl'BI.IC•!illteol Nto·Mnicl> 

M7c...,~_,E,pim r?.//(p /g.2 
My Commission Expires~ 

1 

l-z../ /(p fz2 , 
r I 

REVIEWED BY: 

Alexandra Ladd 
OFFICE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

~~ 
NTARYPUBLIC 

DATE 

Attach: Exhibit 1 • Subdivision layout/location map (proposed) 
Exhibit 2 - Pricing/Fee Schedule 

3 

_8.14.20_ 
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EXHIBIT 2 

Income Ronge 

1 (<50%AMI) 

Santa Fe Homes Program (SFHP) 
Pricing Schedule - 2020 

Two Bedrooms 
1-2 person HH 
(900s min) 

Three Bedrooms 
3-4 person HH 
{1,150 sq ft min) 

Four Bedrooms 
4-5 person HH 
(1,250 sq ft min) 

2 (50-65%AMI) 
Max. Price: $137,750 Max. Price: $155,000 Max. Price: $172,250 
_o_ Units _o_ Units _o_ Units 

3 (65-80%AMI) 
Max. Price: $179,000 Max. Price: $201,500 Max. Price: $223,750 
_o_ Units _o_ Units _o_ Units 

4 (80-100%AMI) 
Max. Price: $220,500 Max. Price: $248,250 Max. Price: $275,500 
_o_ Units _o_ Units _o_ Units 

Prices reflect 2020 HUD median incomes. 

Unit Fraction 0.4 0.6 

Fractional Fee $ 9,300 $14,000 

Formula 

FRACTIONAL FEE SCHEDULE 
(2 - 10 Lots/Units) 

0.8 1 1.2 1.4 

$18,600 $23,300 $27,900 $32,600 

=#of Units X ,lQ (SFHP % required) = Unit Fraction 

1.6 

$37,200 

= ½ Effective home sales price for Tier 2, 3 BR home= $140,750 X .50 = $70,375 
= $77,500 X unit fraction X 0.3 (70% fee reduction made permanent in 2014) 

Example (5 unit subdivision): 
= 5 units X .20 = 1.0 
= $77,500 X 1.0_ 
= 77,500 X 0.3 (70% fee reduction made permanent in 2014) 
= $23,250 (Rounded to nearest $100) 
= $23,300 

Lot Price 

$38,750 

$50,375 

$62,063 

l.8 
$41,900 

N071!..°: nie home pr;t:es andji·actionalfee sd1ed11/e are modified by the City according W Section 8, 7.3 of the SFHP AdmJn;s1rative Procedures 
Jo re.f1e,·1 ,mnual cha11ges in the median income levels. The currenJ SFJIP prices that are In effe,•1 at the time the SFHP Home is made available 
for sale or the froetional fee.rare paid, determlt1es the '"'tuol SFff P Home Price a11dlor amount of.fi·m•timtal fee. 711e prices are updated 
an1111ally. 

2 
$46,500 



PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTAL 

FOR ROMERO SUBDIVISION 

PREPARED FOR: 
JOHN ROMERO 
1620 AGUA FRIA STREET 
SANTA FE, NM 87505 

SJ!INTA FE RIVER 

SIRINGORO. 

CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 

2000 1000 0 '""' 
SCALI;: 1 • "2000' 

AUGUST 
2020 

SECTION 27, TOWNSHIP 17N, RANGE 9E 
CASE# 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
1-1 
2-1 
3-1 
3-2 
3-3 
4-1 
5-1 
5-2 

6-1 TO 6-2 
7-1 
8-1 
8-2 

9-1 TO 9-2 
9-3 
10-1 
11-1 
11-2 
11-3 
11-4 

11-5TO 11-6 
12-1 TO 12-4 

COVER SHEET AND INDEX OF SHEETS 
SITE PLAN 
PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT 
CERTIFIED TOPOGRAPHIC MAP 
LEGAL LOT OF RECORD 
LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION PLAN 
SLOPE ANALYSIS MAP 
SLOPE ANALYSIS CALCULATIONS 
TYPICAL SECTIONS, NOTES AND DETAILS 
DEMOLITION PLAN 
UTILITY NOTES AND DETAILS 
UTILITY PLAN 
GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN 
RETAINING WALL PROFILES 
SITE CROSS SECTIONS 
STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
TEMPORARY EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN 
PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL PLAN 
STORM WATER CONTROL DETAILS 
TESCM DETAILS 
STANDARD DRAWINGS AND DETAILS 

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION ADDRESS'---- CITY Of SANTA FE DRAINAGE NOTE§: 
BUILDING PERMIT No's: (GRADING)._ ___ _ 

{LANDSCAPE/UTILITIES), ____ _ 

~·~ .-,.'( 
YELLOWSTONE 

.LAN DSC.APE 

t Liai.,on Planning Sorvice~ Inc, 
PD. Box 183S 
Saata Fe NM 87504 
{505) 920-6!139 
liaisonplaoning@gmail.cam 

Liaison Planning Services me. 

S Santa Fe Engineering 
F' Consultants, LLC 

E 1599 St. Francis Drive, Suite B 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 

C (505) 982-2845 Fax (505) 982-2641 
http:ffwww.SFENGR.com 

""'· 

1. SUBJt;.CTTO THE APPROVAi. OF CITY OF SANTA FE PERMIT AND 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW OMSION STAFF, STORM DRAJNAIJEAND 
EROSION/SEDIMENT CONTROL IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE EXECUTED 
IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF EACH SEGMENT 
OF ROADS AND IJTILmES. THESE IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE COMPU\H:o 
AND INSPECTEO PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS. 

2. IAAINTENANCE OF PRIVATE DRAINAGE EASEMENTS.AND DRAINAGE FACIUTlES 
IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ov.'NER. THE CITY OF SANTA FE IS HEREBY 
GRANTI:DTHI': RIGHT TO ACCESS AND INSPECT THESE EASEMENTS AND DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES AT THE DJSCRETIONOF THE CITY. THE OWNER AGREES TO 
l'G>IHl'lllimlfiN!),II) ~US~ OR 
PROPERTY RESULTING FROM THE CITY'S REASONABLE EXERCISE TO THE!RACCESS 
AND INSPECTION RIGHT. 

I CERTIFY TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF. 
THE PROJECT WAS BU!L T IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
SPECIFICATIONS AND THAT THESE RECORD DRAWINGS 
ARE TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY BELIEF. 

ERIC A. CORNELIUS, N.M.P.E. NO. 22790 
SANTA FE ENGINEERING CONSUL TANT$, LLC. 

ENGINEER'S STORMWATER INFRASTRUCTURE CERTIFICATION 
t, U~ERSIGNEO, BEING APROFE&SlONAL ENGINEER IN THE STATE Of NEW MEXICO, 
DO HEREBY CERTIFY lHAT THE RECORD INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON JS BASED ON 
ACTUAL FIELO MEASUREMENTS AND VISUAL INSPECTIONS PERFORMED SY MYSELF OR 
UNDER MY DIRECT SUPERVISION. 

I F\JRTHER CERTIFY THAT THE RECORD CONDrTJON OF THE SITE AS OF __ _ 
IS IN SUB8TANTIAJ.. COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPROVED GRADING ANO DRAlt-lAGE Pl.AN 
PREPAREOBY _____ ,OATEO __ • 

PfitNTEO NAME, NMPE NO.____, DATE ___ • 

SHEETS 

PROPERTY 01:vaOPMENT MUST COMP!. Y WITH SECTION 1Hl.12 
(RELOCATION OF GUNNISON'S PRAIRIE DOGS.) 

CITY ENOR. DATE REV. SHEETS CITYENGR. 
APPROVAL OF REVISIONS 

CITY 
OF 

SANTA FE 

COVER SHEET AND 
INDEX OF SHEETS 

CITY ENGINEER 

SHEET 1-1 

DATE 
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Final Plat 
for 

Romero Subdivision 
A certain tract of land within 

projected Section 27, T. 17 N., R. 9 £., N.M.P.M. 
within the Santo Fe Grant, 

City of Santo Fe, Santo Fe County New Mexico 
1620 Agua Frio Street 

1.476 acres± 

PURPOSE STATEMENT: To create seven residemial lots. 

Sanitary SewerManhofe 
No.18, UneAJ. 

N. 
SCALE: 1~ = 30' 

,\ 
/1 

/ \ 
/ I 

o/f 
July L. Urioste 

Tmct A 
Plat Boak 17 

page 12 

I 
I 
I 
I 

n/f 

I 
I 

Amaro A Quintana 
Tract B 

Plat Book 17 
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General Notes 
o/f 

Ronald Martine.: 

Open Space 
17.158 square feet 

1.} Basis of bearing this survey was taken from a plat entitled 
"Lot Line Adjustment for Dos Acequias, LLC prepared by Sierra 
Land Surveying, Inc. recorded in Plat Book 828, page 37. 

2.} Reference plots/documents: 
o.} Basis for survey; QCD Instrument Na.1908,417. 
b.) Quiet Title D-101-CV-2018-01707 and 

D-101-CV-2D18-01716 

3.) All lot corners, street right of ways and open spaces will be 
monument with a 1/2" capped iron pin or other monument in 
accordance with the Minimum Standards for Land Surveys in 
New Mexico. 

CERTIFICATE 
I, David E'. Cooper, a duty Lice11SW Pro~ianal Surveyor ,;-, the state of 

New Me;,t/co hereby certify that this plat represents an actual surwy Boundary 
Slirvey and rep/at of Lot F-1, Troct A and Troct 8 and ras made in the field 
by me or under my direction, that It meets the Minimum Standards for Surveys 
in New Mexico and that tt>e information contained herein Is true and correct ta 
the best of my knowledge, information and be/iel 

Tract E' 
Plat Book 17 

page 12 

Drainage Easement 
Private open space 

Osito SlJbdMsion 
/r,5f. No. IJ04,805 

Instrument No. ____________ _ 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

I hereby certifj, that this im,trument was filed For 
record an the ____ day of _____ A.D, 
!20-, at ____ o'dock __ m., and was duly 
recorded in Book ____ , Page ____ of'the 

records of'Santa Fe County. 

~'it11ess my fland and Sea.I ofOflice 
County Clerk, &nta Fe County, New Mexico 

Geraldine Salazar 

Dedication/ Allida1it 
The foregoing Land Division af Truct herein d=ribed, _,,·thin the Santa Fe Grant, projected 
S~tiorl 27. T. 17 N., R. 9 £., N.U.P.11. within the city af SQnto Fe, Santa Fe Cavnty. New M8Xico 
and the dedication af the easements as sllalf!I hen,on is m<1de with the !Tee consent and in 
accordrmCf/ with the wishes af the 1.md~signed awn~. 

This Land DMsioo fies withfn the plor,ning and platting )m'sdictron of the City of Santa Fe, 
S'11'!ta Fe County. New Mexico. 

State of New Mexico 

County of Santa Fe l· 

Date John Christopher Romr,ro 

This inst/'l/ment ""7S acknowledged before me this____/loy of ____ 2020 

by. ________________________ _ 

Notary Public My Commissfon expires 

CITY OF SA1\TTA FE COIVDITIOI\'S OF APPROJ.'AL 

A. E'odi lot must be served by o separate ""7ter servial. 

B. Fin, Deportment acctwS ta any ne..- canstl'llctioo shall not be less toon 2D fBet in .,/dth 
or greater than o 1DX grade. Holff!ver; a vorianoe to this requit'eme11t may be granted 
by th" Fire Department If altemative fire suppressfan systems are provided. 

C. Fire Department shall hove TSO feet distance to any portion of the bu11ding on any ne..­
constl'IJct/on. 

D. All new constl'IJctlan shall meet the requiremMts of the Fire DepartmMt. 

crJY OF SA.N1"i1 FE REHEW 

City Englnoor for Land Un Dote City Plann,,,- Date 

SUmmory Committee Chai'r Dote Slimmory Committee Secretary Date 

Santo Fe County Treasurer Dote 

Cose No.: ______________ _ 

Approved by the Summary Committee at ___________ _ 
tho/r ____________ mesting. 

n/f 
Nicho!is G. Lerek 
Plat Book 828 

page 37 

o/f 
Das Aceqe,ios, LLC 

Plot Book 828 
page .J7 
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lot 

Designation 

Designates 
Lot No. 
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Typical 
setbacts 

SIERRA LAND SURVEYING. INC 
1452 South St. Fronds Drive 

Project No. D-840-0820 

Santa F,, NM 

D DEC 

505-98J-59.J2 

Ck. ore 
File: Bk, 120 

INDEXING INFORMATION FOR COUNTY CLERK 

SUBDIVISION 

•== w FOR REVIEW NAM£ ~,~°£,,";;:;.• • 
~ .__o_,_•.•.'.·.c."°" ... ~----------------'•·•c· .. •.•-• .. os.2;... _____________________ D_e_p_".'Y----------------•"•PC-•"•'•·'.-05-2•-0•98--308--•26•'-._ _______ _._".".'•'•"'•'-_, 
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• Ut/1:tyb=s. 

Larry Medrano contour.;. 

S!lppl~ental c-ontours preparl!Jd 
this 1nirwy. 

60 

1.) Basis for this survey .-as taken from a su/'Wy token from 
the Romero Subdivision prepared by Sierra Land Surveying, 
Inc. (Preliminary} 

2) Ref11ronCfl Datum: 
Topogrophic Sur..,y prepared by Lorry Medrano, July 2018 
project No. 18-1061P. Project Benchmari: U.S. Indian 
School Tract Bross Cap AP 10. Elev. 6816.5' 

THIS IS NOT A BOUNDARY SUR\£Y, APPARENT PROPcRTY 
CORNcRS AR£ SHOWN FOR ORIENTA 110N ONLY. BOUNDARY 
DATA IS FROM PREVIOUS SUR\£'/S RfFERENC£D HcR£0N. 

CERTIFICATE 
/, David £. Cooper, o duly registered Prof11Ss.iono/ Su"""_..,,- in the Stat,. of 

New Mexicc h«eby Cfftlfy that this plot represents on actual :Nl"YeY mode in 
the field by me or under my direction, that it meets the Mlnfmum Standards 
for Surveys in New Mexico and that the fnformotion CQtJfoined herein is true 
and cOIT8C-t to the best of my knowled~, infomiat/on ond beli.ef. This ;r; o 
•5upplementof Topographic Svrvey" showing addltlono/ contoor data to the 
west of the Romero Subdi-,/sion. 

o/f 
July l. Urioste 
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Plat Book 17 
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Amaro A. Quintona 

Tract B 
Plot Book 17 
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64,281 square feet± 
1.4757 acres± 

Supplemental Topographic Survey 
for 

Romero Subdivision 
A certain tract of fond within 

projected Section 27, T. 17 N., R. 9 E., N.M.P.M. 
within the Santo Fe Grant, 

City of Santo Fe. Santo Fe County New Mexico 
1620 Agua Frio Street 

1.476 acres± 

PURPOSE STATEMENT: To create seven residential lot,,. 

SIERRA LAND SURVEYING, INC. 
, . , ~-~ 5 4 1452 South St. Francis Drive SANTA FE, NM 505-98.J-59.12 
........, CJ!,',_,.,, t...:.._/!!:!2. August 15. 2020 Ow.. OEC Ck. OTC 

I Oomt £. Cooper P.S. No. 9052 Project No. T-840-0820 FHe: gps Bk. tOS 
1'J,.__ _______________________________________ _. _______ ....,_....; __ .._ ___ _, 
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Sanitary $~»er e\ 
Manhole No. 18, { e 

'"'l"t' 
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a/, 
July L. Urioste 

Traci A 
Pio/ Book 17 

page 12 

~,. 

a/, 
Amaro A. Ouinlano 

Trocl B 
Pia/ Book 17 

page 12 

n/f 
De,liloh L. Armijo 

Traci C 
Plat 80,1k 17 

page 12 

n/f 
Ronald G Mortinez 

Tract D 
Pio/ Book 17 

page 12 

IRRIGATION NOTES: 

1. IRRIGATION SYSTEM STANDARDS OUTUNED IN SECTION 14-8.4{E) OF THE SfCCWATER 
HAR\IESTING ANO IRRIGATION STANDARDS AND THE CITY OF SANTA FE lAND5CAPE 
IRRIGATION DESIGN STANDARDS SHAlL BE STRICTLY ADHERED TO. 
2. All NEW PLAtmNGSTO BE WATfl!.ED BY AUTO DRJP IRRIGATION SYSTEM. 
3. WATER MANAGEMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE OF THE IRRIGATION SVSTEM IS THE 
SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROPERTY OWNER. 
4. THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM SHAlt BE CONNECTED TO CITY WATER. THE POINT OF 
CONNECTION SHAtt CONSIST OF A WATER METER, BACKFIDW PREVEmOR, AND MASTER 
VALVE. 
5. USE SIX 2 GPH EMlffiRS PER EACH TREE AND TWO Z GPH EMITTERS PER EACH 
SHRUII/GROUNDCOVER. USE SIX 2 GPH DRIP EMJTTERSPER TREES IN POTS. IRRIGATION 
ZONES SHAU IIE DESIGNED FOR TREES ANO SHRUBS/GROUNDCOVERS. 
6. INSTALLSLEEVESTWO SIZES LARGER THAN THE SLEEVED PIPE UNDER ALL HARO 
SURFACES. 
7. THE BACKFLOWSIZE ANO LOCATION IS ASSUMED ONLY, BASED ON THE LATEST 
AVAILABLE UTILITY PLAN. GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE THE IRRIGATION WATER 
SllJB OUT AND EtECTRIOTY FOR THE HOTBOX. 
B. lRRIGATION EQUIPMENT 15 SHOWN ONA LARGER SCALE FOR CLARITY. THE PIPE 
ROUTING ON THE PLAN !S SCHEMATIC ANO MAY REQUIRE FIELD ADJUSTMENTS TO AVOID 
!NSTAlUNG PIPE WITHIN Tl-IE ROOT ZONE OF PLANTS OR JN CONFLICT WITH UTILITY 
EASEMENTS. 
9.AliSLEEVESARE ASSUMED TO BE PLACED PRIORHAROSCAPE WITHOUT THE NEED OF 
SORING. 
10. BACKFIU FOR TRENCHES SHALL IIE CLEANED OF ALl ROCK ANO DEBRIS 
11. IRRIGATJON POINT OF CONNECTION, &ACK FLOW, CONTROUER, AND t.1AINUNE 
PROVIDED IIYOTHERS. 

n/f 
Nichofis G. Lerel, 
Plat Book 828 

page 37 

PLANT SCHEDULE AREA 

o.rcmllO'IS TRFf'. Q!X aQ.TliliJJ;Aj / CQMMQN NAMF 

0 Mol'JS , 'Sp6ng Snow' / Spnng Snow Cc<,boppl• 2" 8&:B 

!;VfR(iRffN TRfr<c: an:. 6.QIAtUC-\1 / CQMMQ,\J NA,(f 

0 Pinus eci<olis / Pinon Pine 

Pcpulus > oc,imlnolo / lonce1o<,r Poplar 2" B/.:B 

~ QI.'!:. BOTANICAi / CQWAQ,'J NA'd( 

~ING •RfA $HRIJRS QD'. OOllli"CAI / COMl.!ON NAl,!l;, 

0 

0 
0 Soli, e,;gua / Coyote W,ttow 

= 
5 got 

5 gal 

5 gal 

5 gal 

REEERfNCTNOJ"l'.S..<C•HFDl=l!oe ________________ _ 

[ill 

□ 

7/S" Soot,, Fe 8rnwo Gro,or Wiln Weed Bome, 
Clol~ 

WATER BUDGET 
YEAR 1AND2 
DRIP IRRIGATION TO TREES AND SHRUBS 
4 MONTHS AT 1 RUN TIME PER MONTI-I 
4 MONTHS AT 1 RUN TIME PER WE.EK 
4 MONTHS AT 4 RUN TIMES PER WEEK 

APPROX. 90 RUN CYCLES PER YEAR 
8 TREES/38 GALLONS PER RUN CYCLE 
16 SHRUBS/32 GALLONS PER RUN CYCLE 

1.846 ,t 

66 GALLONS PER RUN CYCLE X 90 RUN TIMES"8, 120 GPVI0.019 ACRE FT. 

a/' 

YEAR 3 AND BEYOND 
DRIP IRRIGATION TO TREES AND SHRUBS 
4 MONTHS AT 1 RUN TIME PER MONTI-I 
4 MONTHS AT 1 RUN TIME PER WEEK 
4 MONTHS AT 3 RUN TIMES P:ER WEEK 

APPROX. 77 RUN CYCLES PER YEAR 
6 TREESl38 GALLONS PER RUN CYCLE 
16 SHRUBS/32 GALLONS PER RUN CYCLE 
68 GALLONS PER RUN CYCLE X TT RUN TIMES=5,23Ei GPY/0.016 ACRE FT. 

Id Marline;,: 
·,.ac/ f. 

Boal< 17 
age 12 

IRRIGATION PLAN 

Q.E.lL'!J. 

LANDSCAPE DATA 
REQUIRED OPEN SPACE 
25% OF TOTAL LOT AREA {1.48 AC/64,307 SF) 

~~iJ~~ ~~~ ~Je weterhervestlng) 

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE 

REQUIRED TREESfOPEN SPACE 
ONE TREE PER 500 SF OF REQUIRED OPEN SPACE 
(3,253 SF less 1,646 SF ponding"' 1,407 SF/500 SF) 
MINIMUM 25% EVERGREEN 

PROPOSED TREES 

REQUIRED SHRUBS/OPEN SPACE 
TWO SHRUBS PER 500 SF OF REQUIRED OPEN SPACE 
MINIMUM 25% EVERGREEN 

PROPOSED SHRUBS 
OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 
MINIMUM 10' DIMENSION 
MINIMUM 300 SF 

REQUIRED TREES/PONDING AREA 
ONE TREE PER 500 SF OF PONDING AREA 
(1,846SF/500SF} 
PROPOSED TREES 

REQUIRED SHRUBS/PONDING AREA 

16,077 SF 

13,963SF 
3,252 SF 

2 
1 

' 

THREE SHRUBS PER 500 SF OF PONDING AREA 12 
PROPOSED SHRUBS 12 

TOTAL REQUIRED SHRUBS/5 GAL 16 
TOTAL PROPOSED SHRUBS/5GAL 16 
(including evergreen and dedduous) 

TOTAL REQUIRED TREES/2" CAL. OR 6' HT. 6 
TOTAL PROPOSED TREES/2' CAL. OR 6' HT. 6 
(including evergreen and dedduous) 

LANDSCAPE NOTES 
PLANTING BEDS TO BE MULCHED WITH GRAVEL MULCH AT 2"-3" 
DEPTH OVER FILTER FABRIC 
PLANTINGS TO BE WATERED WITH AN AUTOMATIC 
DRIP IRRIGATION SYSTEM 

BACKFLOW PREVENTER IS PROPOSED/SEE IRRIGATION PLAN 

PONDING AREAS ARE APPROXIMATE. PLEASE REFER TO GRADING & 
DRAINGAOE PLAN FOR EXACT INFORMATION. 

PIJ\NTS LOCATED IN BOTTOM THIRD OF POND AREAS ARE ADAPTABLE 
TO PERIODS OF SUBMERSION. 

n-llS LANDSCAPE PLAN WILL INCORPORATE Al'NPASSIVE WATER HARVESTING 
TECHNIQUES FOR LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION PURPOSES AS PROPOSED BY THE 
GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN. WHENEVER POSSIBLE, DETENTION AND RETENTION 
PONDS WLL BE TREATED AS AN INTEGRATED LANDSCAPE FEATURE RATHER 
THAN A SINGLE PURPOSE FLOOD CONTROL POND. 
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SANTA FE CITY CODE 
14-8.2(D) 

NATURAL SLOPES THIRTY PERCENT OR GREATER 
SHALL REMAIN UNDISTURBED, EXCEPT FOR ARROYO 
CROSSINGS AND FOR NO MORE THAN THREE 
ISOLATED OCCURRENCES OF SLOPED AREAS WHERE 
EACH INDIVIDUAL DISTURBANCE SHALL NOT EXCEED 
ONE THOUSAND (1,000) SQUARE FEET, AS APPROVED 
BY THE CITY ENGINEER. THE CITY ENGINEER MAY 
WAIVE THIS PROVISION, IN WRITING, STATING THE 
REASONS AND BASIS FOR SUCH APPROVAL, IF 
EVIDENCE IS PROVIDED BY THE APPLICANT SHOWING 
THAT STRICT ENFORCEMENT OF THIS PROVISION 
WOULD PROHIBIT ACCESS TO THE LOT OR PLACEMENT 
OF UTILITIES. THIS PROVISION APPLIES SOLELY TO 
THE CONSTRUCTION OF ROADS, DRIVEWAYS AND 
UTILITY PLACEMENT AND IS NOT INTENDED TO ALLOW 
DEVELOPMENT ON NATURAL SLOPES EXCEEDING 
THIRTY PERCENT. THE OTHER PROVISIONS OF THE 
ESCARPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT ORDINANCE AND 
THE TERRAIN AND STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
REGULATIONS SHALL REMAIN IN EFFECT. 

\ 

GRADING LIMITS 

-------

f:':'.c"1 
fil:::::J 

ti!I 

LEGEND 

AREA OF 20% TO 30% SLOPE 

AREA OF 30% AND GREATER SLOPE 

- · • - · • - ··-GRADING LIMITS 

------ EXISTING MINOR CONTOUR 

-- 6310 -- EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR 

o/f 
Ronald G. Martinez 

Tract D 
Plot Bo<>k 17 

page 12 
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\ 
PROPERTY LINE 
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o/f 
Oel17ah l. Armijo 

Tract C 
Plot Bo<>k 17 

page 12 

NOTE: 

THERE ARE NO NATURAL 30% SLOPES BEING 
DISTURBED ON THIS PROJECT 

o/f 
July L. Urioste 
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o/f \ 
Amaro A. O.,intono 

Tract B 

-------

Plat Boolt 17 
page 12 \ 
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REFERENCE: 

TOPOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHOWN 
ASSUMES DOS ACEQUIA$ SUBDIVISION 
AND ADJACENT PRUDENCIO STREET 
WILL HAVE BEEN CONSTRUCTED BY THE 
TIME OF GRADING PERMIT. THIS 
INFORMATION IS COMPILED FROM 
MULTIPLE SOURCES AND HAS BEEN 
CERTIFIED BY SIERRA LAND SURVEYING. 

SLOPE ANALYSIS CALCULATIONS 
SCALE: 1" = 20' 

CITY REVIEW 
DEPARTMENT SIGN-OFF DATE 

\ 

0 10 20 40 

SCALE: 1" = 20' 
CONTOUR INTERVAL= 1' 
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WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT DIV. 
WATER SERVICES 
STREETS DIV. 
TRAFFIC DIV. 

SIGNATU ON F!LE S Santa Fe Engineering 
F' Consultants, LLC 

PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTAL 
FOR ROMERO SUBDIVISION 

""' lANDSCAPE 
SUBDIVISION 
ENGINEER 

CITY USE ONLY 

E 1599 St. Francis Drive, Sulle B 
Senta Fe, NM 87505 SLOPE ANALYSIS CALCULATIONS c (505) 982-2845 Fax (505) 982-2641 

http:/fwww.SFENGR.com 1--,,,,,.,---,--,e,;r;,--,---,,,,,,----1 
AUGUST2020 1" = 20' 5-2 



CITY OF SANTA FE PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE GENERAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES 

1. AU construction shall conform to the requirements of City of Santa Fe Standard Drawings and Specifications as applicable. 
2. Utility construction shall conform to applicable sections of the APWA's nNew Mexico Standard Specifications for Publlc Works Construction, 

2006 edition including latest published amendments. 
3. Infrastructure construction shall conform to applicable sections of the New Mexico Department of Transportation's "Standard Specifications 

for Highway and Bridge Construction, Current Edition (SSHBC). 
4. The order of precedence shall be, listed in order of highest precedence, the project specifications, plans, City of Santa Fe Standard 

Drawings, SSHBC, and APWA. 
5. In the case of conflicts between plans and specificaUons resolution shall be by using the more restrictive requirement as determined by the 

project engineer and approved by the City. 
6. The project plans shall be approved for construction by the City prior to any construction activity end scheduling a pre-construction meeting. 
7. The construction Project Engineer shall be a New Mexico licensed Professional Engineer in the appropriate category for the type of work 

represented by the project plans. The Project Engineer shall arrange for a pre-construction meeting prior to the start of construction or 
mobilization of equipment on-site and after receipt of the financial guaranty. At the pre-constructlon meeting, the Project Engineer shall 
submit a letter providing the name(s) of specific individuals who will be performing what type of Inspections and respective telephone 
contact number(s}; this includes preparation of the record drawings. The pre-construction meeting shell be scheduled a minimum of 10 
calendar days In advance of the meeting date. 

B. Attendance at the pre-construction meeting is mandatory. 
9. The Contractor shall provide a list of contact personnel responsible for site construction including position, telephone numbers, and at least 

one emergency telephone number active on a 24 hour basis. 
10. If an EPA Notice of Intent (NOi) is applicable, a copy of the mailed permit application shall be presented at the pre-construction meeting 

along with a written statement giving the mailing date. 
11. The Contractor shall be responsible for maintaining the integrity of all underground utilities during the course of work regardless of any 

location shown on the plans or other field evidence, or lack thereof. Notification to New Mexico One Call at 1-800-321-2537 for utility 
locates a minimum of 48 hours in advance of any excavation is required. Maintenance of utility locates shall be continued throughout the 
project life. 

12. The Owner shall be responsible for all changes in construction deemed necessary for any reason and shall have appropriate plans and/or 
specifications, including applicable design criteria, prepared by a New Mexico Professional Engineer and submitted to the City for approval. 
Upon approval, said changes may be incorporated into the project. 

13. Final Record Drawings, reflecting substantial changes to the original design drawings, shall be submitted by the Contractor's Surveyor for 
approval to the Engineer.Said plans shall be approved by applicable City Divisions prior to final acceptance of project work for maintenance 
responsibility and the beginning of the warranty period. Under no circumstances will partial acceptance and/or warranty commencement 
begin for any component of project scope be provided. 

14. All Contractor work activity shall be confined to the construction limits of the projecl There shall be no encroachment onto adjacent 
properties, either construction or marshaling yard(s) unless legal easements(s)/agreement(s) is/are executed and approved by the 
Engineering Supervisor. 

15. Grading shall be completed under the authority of a Building Permit, the application of which shall show the type of work as "Other" with the 
notation of Grading, Landscaping, and infrastructure shown thereon. Call 505-955-6945 for permit information. 

16. All cut and fill slopes, including setback requirements, shall conform to !he requirements of: 
a. Santa Fe City Code's Article 14-8 (Development and Design Standards); 
b. Chapter 33 of the Uniform Building Code, 1997 edition unless otherwise noted on the approved construction plans; and 
c. In the case of conflict between these two speclficetions, City Code shall prevail. 

17. The Contractor is responsible for any damage caused by construction activities to public or private property, including utilities. 
18. Material quality testing shall be completed by the Contractor, through a recognized testing laboratory. The laboratory shall be under the 

auspices of a New Mexico Professional Engineer. 
19. All material quality test reports shall be provided directly to the City Planning Department, attention Permits and Development Review 

Division at P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0909 within seven (7) calendar days after laboratory material testing is complete 
unless otherwise directed during the pre-construction meeting. Field test reports shall be provided directly to the P&DR staff at the time of 
field testing. In the case of P&DR staff absence, the reports shall be Fax'ed to 505-955-6829. In each case, all test reports and other 
communication shall cany the appllceble P&DR Case and Building Permit project numbers which will be provided at the pre-construction 
meeting If not noted on the approved project plans. 

20. Compaction testing of soil and similar materials, including optimum moisture-density relationships, shall be performed in accordance with 
the referenced specifications and/or plans. Unless spectfied in individual project plans, the frequency of compaction testing shall be one (1) 
test per 1.5 vertical feet of fill or backfill of similar material; within two (2) horizontal feet of structures; for each 500 linear feet of trench 
backfill or each days comp active effort, whichever results in the greatest quantity of tests; or for each 500 cubic yards of fill of similar 
material; or as directed by the Engineer. 

21. Portland cement concrete (Pee) proposed to be used for the project shall conform to a mix design prepared by a New Mexico Professional 
Engineer. The design shall be provided to P&DR staff for approval a minimum of 14 calendar days prior to scheduling the initial casting 
operation or, alternatively, the project plans shall define a specific mix having a prior approval by P&DR. Each mix shall have the following 
minimum properties: 
a. Compressive strength of 4,000 psi in 28 calendar days 
b. Seven (7 .O} bags of cementitious material per cubic yard of concrete 
c. Twenty (20.0) percent or less of fly ash material substitution for cement 
d. Maximum aggregate size of¾" 
e. Air entrainment content ranging between 4.0 and 7 .0 percent at the point of concrete delivery into forms 

22. Concrete sample set shall consist of a minimum of three (3} cylinders. One sample set shall be obtained for each 500 linear feet cast, 50 
cast cubic yards, or one (1) set per calendar day, whichever is greatest; or as directed by the Engineer. Cylinders shall be tested at 7, 28, 
and 56 day intervals; the 56 day Interval need not be tested if any previous test result exceeds the design value. 

23. Traffic control devices, as per approved plan, shall be installed, maintained, and removed by the Contractor. Said devices shall conform to 
the latest published edition of the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices and to written directions from the City Traffic Engineer who 
may be reached at 505-955-6631. 

24. Site erosion and/or sediment control, as per approved plan, shall be installed, maintained, and removed by the Contractor. The Contractor's 
attention is directed to the SSHBC's Section 603 for other requirements relating to dust abatement and similar issues. 

25. Utility lines must be bored under all existing street Pee street appurtenances. A minimum of 12" separation must be maintained between 
utility lines. Any curb, gutter, or other damage must be repaired before final inspection will be given. 

26. Each City utility division shall provide a letter of completed installation, not necessarily accepted for warranty, at the Contractor's request. 
Said letters shall be provided to the P&DR staff and received written staff acceptance prior to scheduling either TV inspection of SAS ; and 
Storm Sewer lines or placement of roadway pavement material. 

27. ASTM, ASHTO, or independent laboratory certificates of material compliance are to be provided to P&DR staff prior to bringing applicable 
material on site. 

28. Aggregate base course material shall conform to the SSHBC's Section 303 using Gradation I. 
29. Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) proposed to be used for the project shall conform to a mix design prepared by a New Mexico Professional Engineer 

conforming to SSHBC's Section 423 using Aggregated Classification(s) called for in the project plans. The design shall be provided to 

CASE#: 

P&DR staff for approval a minimum of 14 calendar days prior to scheduling the initial paving operation or, alternatively, the project plans 
shall define a specific mix having a prior approval by P&DR. 

30. Compaction testing of subgrade, aggregate base course, and each lift of HMA material shall be completed for every 100 ltnear feet of 
roadway length excepting for HMA material in which case provide one (1} test for every 100 linear feet of laydown machine pass; or as 
directed by the Engineer. 

31. HMA material quality test samples (wet} shall be obtained and tested for every 500 tons or fraction thereof or one (1) sample per day. 
32. Utility appurtenance such as telephone pedestals, electrical transformers, gas, and cable TV pedestals shall be placed outside the public 

right-of-way and within utility easements. The Owner Is responsible for relocatlng mis-placed utility structures prior to requesting a pre-final 
inspection. Water meter boxes and fire hydrants may be placed between the sidewalk and curb. Water valve and meter boxes are not to be 
placed within maintenance areas of semi-improved (gravel or equal) roads. 

33. Construction debris and/or excess material shall be stored in an on-site area and appropriately contained. Said debris shall not be a 
nuisance to the surrounding neighborhood. Dis?)Sal of debris shall be either within the city limits under separate grading permit or at a 
designated NMED approved disposal site. The Contractor shall provide written notice as to proposed debris disposal site location(s). All 
debris and/or excess material shall be removed from the site prior to schedullng a pre-final Inspection with P&DR staff. 

34. Interim terrain and stormwater management inspections shall be arranged for at the following events: 
a. Completion of temporary erosion control best management lnstellatlons and prior to any earthwork (clearing, grubbing, etc.} 
b. Final stormwater management features are constructed 
c. Final site restoration measures are completed 
d. Further construction or issuance of any permit(s) shall not occur until written approval by P&DR staff for each of the above inspections 

has been obtained. Inspections shall be scheduled by calling 505-955~6646. 
35. The Contractor shall make written request for a pre-final inspection of terrain management and infrastructure works a minimum of 14 

calendar days in advance with P&DR staff. At this Inspection, applicable city division staff will review the final work product. Any 
deficiencies will be noted in a "punchlist" and provided to the Contractor for correction. When all punchllst items are completed the 
Contractor shall file a written statement to that effect and a final inspection will be held by P&DR staff. Upon acceptance, an acceptance 
letter will be provided wherein all work will be accepted for maintenance by the City and the commencement of the warranty period initiated. 

36. All surveys to be performed under the supervision of a Professional Land Surveyor, licensed in the State of New Mexico. 
37. ADA compliance: The contractor shall ensure ADA compliance for construction of ADA features and appurtenances {including, but not 

limited to, sidewalk & curb ramp cross slopes, ramp slopes, level landings, etc.) as detalled In the plans and in accordance with referenced 
standard drawings, specifications and current public right of way accessibility guidelines. The contractor is responsible for fleld checking 
slopes and dimensions of all form work for compliance prior to Installation of concrete. The City reserves the right to inspect any ADA 
features and appurtenances at any time before final completion of the project and to have the contractor remove, replace, and/or correct any 
work at his cost that is not in compliance, as determined by the project manager. 

ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES 

1. The contractor's surveyor shall coordinate with Sierra Land Surveying, Inc. The contractor's surveyor shall verify 
proposed grades, Invert elevations, Flow lines, Alignments, Property lines, Right of Way, Setbacks, and topography 
Prior to construction. Any deviations shall be reported to the engineer. 

2. The contractor shall maintain existing fencing, or build new fencing to ensure thst the site is secure at all times. 
3. It is solely the contractor's responsibility to meet OSHA requirements and to maintain a safe working condition. 
4. Santa Fe Engineering Consultants, LLC. waives any and all responsibility and is not liable for problems which arise 

from failure to follow these plans, Specifications and the design intent they convey or for problems which arise from 
failure to obtain and/or follow SFEC guidance with respect to any errors, omissions, inconsistencies, ambiguities or 
conflicts. 

5. Television inspection to be provided by private contractor, not the City. 
6. Pot holing, construction water, T.V. inspections, flushing and cleaning of sanitary sewer llnes or storm sewers are 

incldentel to the work end no separate payment wm be made. 
7. The existing utility locations shown on these plans have been compiled from multiple sources, including utlllty locates, 

and field surveys. It is the contractor's responsibility to verify and pothole any potential utility conflicts. The contractor 
is responsible for any damage caused by construction activities to public or private property, including utilities. 

8. The contractor shall maintain an up to date set of as-built plans for the project. These plans shall be kept current, 
within two weeks, at all times and shall be subject to review by the project manager throughout the project and will be 
reviewed by the project manager for accuracy and completeness at least once every 30 days. Upon 50% completion of 
the project, the contractor shall submit progress as-built plans to the project manager for review. The final as-built 
plans bearing the signed seal and certification of the contractor's surveyor shall be submitted to the project manager 
prior to any final payment. This work is considered incidental to completion of the project and no measurement or 
payment shall be made. 

CITY REVIEW 
<I <I <I <I <I <I <I 

DEPARTMENT 
WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT DIV. 
WATER SERVICES 
STREETS DIV. 
TRAFFIC DIV. 

SIGN-OFF DATE 

SIGNATUR ON FILE Santa Fe Engineering 
Consultants, LLC 

PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTAL 
FOR ROMERO SUBDIVISION 

'"" LANDSCAPE 
SUBDIVISION 
ENGINEER 

CITY USE ONLY 

1599 St. Francis Drive, Suite B 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 
(505) 982-2845 Fax (505) 982-2641 
http://www.SFENGR.com 

GENERAL NOTES 

AUGUST 2020 I N.T.S. I 6-1 



s·-o· 

CURB CUT DETAIL 

VARIES 

2'-6" 

s·-o~ 

VARIES 

1/2" TROWLED STRIKE JOINT 
FOR DRIVEWAYS OVER 12' 

2'-6" 

8" THICK CONCRETE WITH 
#4 GRADE 40 BAR AT 

4" THICK 
CONCRETE 
SIDEWALK 

12" ON CENTER EACH WAY 
SIDEWALK THROUGH DRIVEWAY 
VEHICLE TRAVEL PORTION 

TYPICAL DRIVEWAY DETAIL 

TACK ALONG CUT EDGE AND 
PLACE ASPHALT TO MATCH 
EXISTING THICKNESS AND GRADE 

6" AGGREGATE BASE COURSE, 
95% ASTM D-1557 

6" COMPACTED SUBGRADE, 
95% ASTM D-1557 

TYPICAL PAVEMENT PATCHING DETAIL 

CITY REVIEW 
DEPARTMENT 

WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT DN. 
WATER SERVICES 
STREETS ON. 
TRAFFIC DIV, 

""" 

SIGN-OFF DATE 

SIGNATU ON FILE S Santa Fe Engineering 
F: Consultants, LLC 

E 1599 St. Francis Drive, Suite B 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 

<l <l <l <l <l <l <l 

PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTAL 
FOR ROMERO SUBDIVISION 

TYPICAL DETAILS 

CASE#: 

lANOSCAPE 

SUBDIVISION 
ENGINEER 

CITY USE ONLY 
C (505) 082-2845 Fax (505) 982-2641 

http:flwww.SFENGR.com f--,,.A..,.---,---.,,,r,,,,,---,--.,,m,---j 
AUGUST 2020 N.T.S. 6-2 



\ 
\ 

\ 

o/1 
Ronald Martinez 

Tror:t £ 
Plat Boak 17 

page 12 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 
-----

a/I 
Ronald G. Uartinei!' 

Traci O 
Plot &ok 17 

page 12 

-----

REMOVE ASPHALT (TYP) 

-----

\ 
PROPERTY LINE 

\ 

-----

o/1 
Delilah L. Armijo 

Tract C 
Plat Book 17 

page 12 

\ 

\ 

o/1 
Amaro A, Quintana 

Traci 8 

-----

Plat Boo/< 17 
page 12 

----------
-----

PROPERTY LINE 

\ 

\ 

-----

o/1 
July L. Urir>Sle 

Traci A 
Plat Book 17 

pa98 12 

----------

\ 

-----

' ' \ 

REMOVE SIDEWALK (TYP) 

SAWCUT SIDEWALK (TYP) 

REMOVE CURB AND GUTTER (TYP) 

CASE#: 

CITY REVIEW 
DEPARTMENT SIGN-OFF 

WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT DIV. SIGNATU 

WATER SERVICES 
STREETS DIV. 
TRAFFIC DIV. 

"'" LANDSCAPE 
SUBOfVlSION 
ENGINEER 

CITY USE 

LEGEND 

............. SAWCUT 

REMOVE ASPHALT 

REMOVE CURB AND GUTTER 

' , ' . ·,.J REMOVE SIDEWALK 

DATE 

ON FILE 

ONLY 

DEMOLITION PLAN 
SCALE: 1" - 20' 

Santa Fe Engineering 
Consultants, LLC 

1599 St. Francis Drive, Suite B 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 
(505) 882-2845 Fax (505) 982-2641 
http://www.SFENGR.com 

0 10 20 40 

SCALE: 1" = 20' 

<I <I <I <I <I <I <I 

PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTAL 
FOR ROMERO SUBDIVISION 

DEMOLITION PLAN 

DATE: 
AUGUST2020 1":2Q' 7-1 



CITY OF SANTA FE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION GENERAL NOTES 

1. PRIOR TO Tl-IE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION APPROVAL OF THE PLAN SET, 
A LETTER WILL BE REQUIRED FROM THE PROJECT ENGINEER INDICATING THEY ARE 
PROVIDING THE NSPECTION AND RECORD DRAWING SERVICES FOR THE PROJECT. 

2. THE CONTRACTOR MUST OBTAIN ALL SEWER HOOKUP PERMITS FROM Tl-IE CITY'S 
BUILDING PERMITS SECTION (SEWER LINES) PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY SEWER 
LINE CONSTRUCTION. A COPY OF Tl-IE PERMIT MUST BE KEPT AT THE 
CONSTRUCTION SITE. 

3. All MANHOLES SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE "STANDARD 
MANHOLE DETAIL SHE Er SHOWN ON THE CITY STANDARD DRAWINGS. 

4. A COPY OF Tl-IE APPROVED PLANS SHALL BE AVAIIJ\BLE AT THE CONSTRUCTION 
SITE AT ALL TIMES DURING WORKING HOURS. 

5. ALL MODIFICATIONS TO Tl-IE SANITARY SEWER PIJ\NS MUST BE REVIEWED AND 
APPROVED BY THE CITY'S WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION. 

6. ADDITIONAL GENERAL NOTES ARE CONTAINED IN THE STANDARD CrTY DETAIL 
SHEETS FOR SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUCTION. 

7. ALL PUBLIC GRAVITY SEWER LINES SHALL BE A MINIMUM 8 INCH DIAMETER WITH A 
MINIMUM CLASS C BEDDING (2000 NEW MEXICO AMERICAN PUBLIC WORKS 
ASSOCIATION). 

8. ALL 4 INCH AND 6 INCH DIAMETER GRAVrTY SEWER PIPE SHALL BE PRIVATE. NO 
PRIVATE SEWER SYSTEM SHALL USE LARGER THAN A 6 INCH DIAMETER PIPE. NO 
PUBLIC GRAVrTYSEWER LINE TO BE ACCEPTED BY THE CITY OF SANTA FE FOR 
PERMANENT MANTENANCE SHALL BE LESS THAN 8 INCHES DIAMETER. 

9. NO CONCRETE ENCASEMENT OF NEW OR EXISTING PUBLIC SEWER PIPE WILL BE 
ALLOWED UNLESS APPROVED BY THE CrTY OF SANTA FE WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT DMSION. 

10. CORE DRILLING IS REQUIRED FOR ALL NEW CONNECTIONS TO AN EXISTING 
MANHOLE. 

11. NO PUBLIC SEWER MAIN LINE OR MANHOLE WILL BE ALLOWED UNDER OR WITHIN A 
STORM WATER DETENTION/RETENTION POND. 

12. PRIOR TO PAVING OVER ANY SANITARY SEWER LINES, SUBMITT.V.TAPES AND LOGS, 
PRESSURE TESTS, AND THE ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATION TO THE CITY'S 
WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION. AFTER THE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT 
DIVISION REVIEWS THE ABOVE LISTED INFORMATION, A PRELIMINARY MANHOLE 
INSPECTION WILL BE CONDUCTED. WHEN AU.. THE ITEMS LISTED ABOVE ARE 
COMPLETED TO MEET THE STANDARDS OF THE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT 
D1VlSION, A LETTER APPROVING PAVING WILL BE ISSUED IN RELATION TO THE 
SANITARY SEWER. NOTE; A FINAL MANHOLE INSPECTION WILL BE CONDUCTED 
AFTER THE FINAL PAVING IS COMPLETED. 

13. ALL SEWER MANHOLES WITH SEWER LINES 12 INCHES IN DIAMETER AND LARGER 
ARE REQUIRED TO HAVE APPROVED VENTED AND LOCKING MANHOLE COVERS. 

14. LOCATE WIRES SHALL BE INSTALLED FOR ALL SANITARY SEWERS (GRAVrTYIFORCE 
MAINS). THE LOCATE WIRE MUST BE VISIBLE IN Tl-IE MANHOLE OR ACCESS 
STRUCTURE. THIS WILL BE VERIFIED DURING THE PRELIMINARY MANHOLE 
INSPECTION PRIOR TO PAVING. THE LOCATE WIRE IS TO BE A CONTINUOUS, 12 
GAUGE, SOLID STRAND INSULATED COPPER WIRE. 

15. OFF-ROAD PUBLIC SEWER ACCESS WILL BE PROVIDED FOR ALL PUBLIC SEWER 
LINES AND MANHOLES. ACCESS ROADS ARE TO BE A MINIMUM 12 FEET WIDE WITH A 
DRIVING SURFACE OF 6 INCHES OF COMPACTED BASE COURSE. NO ACCESS ROAD 
SHALL HAVE A GRADE GREATER THAN 15%. MANHOLES ARE TO BE ALIGNED WITH 
THE CENTER LINE OF THE ACCESS ROAD. SEWER EASEMENTS ARE TO BE A 
MINIMUM OF 20 FEET IN WIDTH. 

16. OFF ROAD SANITARY SEWER• CALL THE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION AT 
955-4e51 FOR A FIELD REVIEW OF THE GRADING OF ALL OFF ROAD SANITARY 
SEWER TO ENSURE THAT THE CITY'S MAINTENANCE VEHICLES CAN ACCESS ALL 
MANHOLES. THE GRADES MAY BE REQUIRED TO BE ADJUSTED BASED UPON THIS 
INSPECTION. ADDITIONAL BANK PROTECTION MAY BE REQUIRED BASED UPON A 
FINAL INSPECTION BY THE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION AND THE 
PROJECT ENGINEER. 

17. FOR RECORD DRAWINGS, TIE MANHOLE TO A CITY OF SANTA FE SURVEY 
MONUMENT AS PART OF THE FINAL RECORD DRAWINGS. SHOW CORRECTED 
AS-BUil T BEARING AND DISTANCES, SLOPES, RIM AND INVERT ELEVATIONS AND 
SEWER SERVICES ALONG THE HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT OF THE SANITARY SEWER. 
FOR RECORDS DRAWINGS, A SEPARATE SUMMARY TABLE ADDEO TO THE EXISTING 
PLAN SHEETS OR AS AN ADDITIONAL SHEET SHALL 8E REQUIRED. THE SUMMARY 
SHEET SHALL LIST DATA FOR THE SEWER LINE SEGMENTS BETWEEN MANHOLES 
SHOWING THE UPSTREAM AND DOWNSTREAM MANHOLE WITH THE DESIGN 
SEGMENT LENGTHS, SLOPES AND BEARINGS AND THE AS-BUil T SEGMENT 
LENGTHS, SLOPES AND BEARINGS. THE SUMMARY SHEET SHALL INDICATE THE 
TOTAL NUMBER OF NEW PUBLIC MANHOLES CONSTRUCTED, THE TOTAL NUMBER OF 
CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING PUBLIC MANHOLES, THE TIE TO A CITY CONTROL 
MONUMENT AND THE TOTAL LENGTH OF AS-BUil T PUBLIC SEWER LINE 
CONSTRUCTED BY SIZE. 

18. THE OWNER/DEVELOPER WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING, REPAIRING AND 
LOCATING THE SEWER SYSTEM UNTIL CrTY ACCEPTANCE FOR MAINTENANCE. 
DAMAGES RESULTING FROM A STOPPAGE IN ANY GRAVrTY ANO/OR PRESSURE 
SEWER SYSTEM WILL BE THE SOLE RESPONSl8ILITY OF THE OWNER/DEVELOPER 
UNTIL A FINAL ACCEPTANCE LETTER FOR PERMANENT MAINTENANCE HAS SEEN 
ISSUED BY THE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION. 

19. WATER METERS WILL NOT BE PLACED UNTIL A FINAL ACCEPTANCE LETTER HAS 
BEEN ISSUED BY THE WASTEWATER DIVISION FOR ALL ON-SITE SANITARY SEWER 
NEEDED IN ORDER FOR THE PROJECT TO CONNECT TO THE SANITARY SEWER 
SYSTEM. 

20. 20 FOOT WIDE ACCESS GATES SHALL BE PROVIDED AT ALL FENCES, WALLS OR 
OTHER OBSTRUCTIONS THAT CROSS A PUBLIC SEWER LINE. ACCESS GATES TO BE 
LOCATED WITHIN THE SANITARY SEWER EASEMENT. 

21. THE OWNER/DEVELOPER WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR LOCATING EACH SEWER 
SERVICE AT THE TIME EACH LOT IS READY TO CONNECT TO THE SEWER. 1T IS 
SUGGESTED THAT THE OWNER/ DEVELOPER RETAIN A COPY OF THE TELEVISION 
INSPECTION VIDEO ALONG WITH THE VIDEO LOGS. EACH SERVICE SHAU. BE 
CLEARLY MARKED FOR EACH LOT AT POINT OF CONNECTION. ALL CALLS RECEIVED 
BY THIS DMSION REGARDING Tl-IE LOCATION OF SERVICE WILL BE FORWARDED TO 
THE OWNER/DEVELOPER. 

22. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CALL THE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
(DOUGLAS FLORES AT TELEPHONE# 955-4613) FOR A FINAL MANHOLE INSPECTION. 
THIS INSPECTION WILL BE ISOLATED TO THE MANHOLES. THE CITY'S PLUMBING AND 
MECHANICAL INSPECTORS WILL CONDUCT ALL OTHER NECESSARY PLUMBING 
INSPECTIONS. NOTE: THE CITY'S PLUMBING AND MECHANICAL INSPECTORS WILL 
INSPECT THE INDIVIDUAL SEWER SERVICE TAPS AND LATERALS, WHICH CONNECT 
TO THE PUBLIC SANITARY SEWER. 

23, THE EXISTING SANITARY SEWER LINE MUST BE T.V. TAPED PRIOR TO A NEW 
SERVICE CONNECTION BEING PLACED AS WELL AS TAPED AFTER THE SERVICES 
HAVE BEEN COMPLETED. THIS IS TO ENSURE THAT THE EXISTING SANITARY SEWER 
LINE IS NOT DAMAGED AND THE NEW SERVICE IS INSTALLED CORRECTl Y. 

24. ALL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE OPERATION, MAINTENANCE AND REPIJ\CEMENT 
OF GRINDER PUMPS FOR INDMDUAL LOTS SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE 
LOT OWNER AND/OR OWNERS ASSOCIATION. FOR GRINDER PUMPS THAT CONNECT 
TO A PRESSURE SEWER MAIN, THE GRINDER PUMP WILL BE A MODEL 
MANUFACTURED BY ENVIRONMENT-ONE OR A TYPE APPROVED BY THE CITY OF 
SANTA FE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION. FOR GRINDER PUMPS THAT 
CONNECT TO A GRAVITY MAIN, THE GRINDER PUMP SHALL SE OF A TYPE APPROVED 
BY THE CITY OF SANTA FE PLUMBING CODE. 

25. A MINIMUM 12 INCHES OF VERTICAL CLEARANCE SHALL BE PROVIDED BETWEEN 
THE SEWER LINE AND ANY STORM DRAIN PIPING. 

26. ALL PRESSURE SEWER SYSTEMS SHALL BE AIR OR HYDROSTATICALL Y PRESSURE 
TESTED @ 120 PSI FOR 2 HOURS MINIMUM. THE TEST IS TO BE WITNESSED AND 
CERTIFIED BY THE PROJECT ENGINEER. PRIOR TO BEING PUT INTO SERVICE AND 
ACCEPTANCE BY THE CrTY OF SANTA FE, ALL PRESSURE SEWER SYSTEM MAIN 
LINES WILL BE FILLED WITH WATER. 

27. NO PUBLIC PRESSURE SEWER SYSTEM PIPING MAY BE INSTALLED IN A COMMON 
TRENCH WITH OTHER UTILITIES. 

28. SEWER BACKFLOW CHECK VALVES WILL BE REQUIRED FOR ALL SEWER SERVICE 
LATERAL CONNECTIONS TO SEWER MAINS 12 INCHES OR GREATER IN DIAMETER. 
THE SEWER SERVICE CONNECTION MUST BE MADE AT AN EXISTING OR NEW 
MANHOLE. SEWER SERVICE CONNECTIONS TO SEWER MAINS WITH PIPE SIZE 
DIAMETER OF 12 INCHES AND GREATER WILL NOT BE MADE WITHOUT APPROVAL 
FROM THE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION. 

29. SEWER BACK\'VATER CHECK VALVES SHALL BE REQUIRED ON PRIVATE SEWER 
SERVICE LATERALS PER THE CrTY OF SANTA FE PLUMBING CODE. 

30. ALL PVC SEWER PIPES THAT ARE INSTALLED AT A DEPTH OF TEN (10) FEET OR 
GREATER ORAT A SLOPE OF ONE PERCENT {1%) OR LESS SHALL BE SOR 26 PVC 
PIPE. 

31. ALL AS-BUILT SEWER LINE AND MANHOLE DATA SHALL BE OBTAINED AND CERTIFIED 
BY A LICENSED SURVEYOR OR ENGINEER. AS-BUlL T DATA SUPPLIED BY OTHER 
THAN A LICENSED SURVEYOR OR ENGINEER SHALL NOT BE VALID FOR FINAL 
AS-BUILT$. 

32. ALL EXISTING AND NEW PUBLIC MANHOLES WITHIN A PROJECT SHALL HAVE ACCESS 
FOR CrTY SEWER MAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT, ALL ACCESS JS SUBJECT TO FIELD 
VERIFICATION AND MODIFICATION Af3 REQUIRED BY THE WASTEWATER DIVISION 
PRIOR TO FINAL PROJEGT ClOSE OUT WITH THE CITY OF SANTA FE. 

33. ALL SEWER LINE CROSSINGS OF RIVERS, STREAMS, ARROYOS, DRAINAGE 
CHANNELS, ETC. SHALL REQUIRE A BASIS OF DESIGN ANALYSIS PREPARED BY A 
LICENSED ENGINEER. 

34. AN APPROVED BACKFLOWVALVE AND 1SOIJ\T10N VALVE ARE REQUIRED ON All. 
LOW PRESSURE SEWER SERVICE LINES AS PER THE CrTY OF SANTA FE STANDARD 
SEWER SPECIFICATIONS. 

35. TERMINAL FLUSHING CONNECTIONS AND IN-LINE FLUSHING CONNECTIONS ARE 
REQUIRED ON ALL LOW PRESSURE SEWER SYSTEMS. THE MAXIMUM SPACING 
BETWEEN IN-LINE FLUSHING CONNECTIONS SHALL BE 500 FEET. DISTANCES 
GREATER THE 500 FEET BETWEEN LOW PRESSURE SEWER IN-LINE FLUSHING 
CONNECTIONS SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE WASTEWATER DIVISION. 

36. ALL SANITARY SEWER MANHOLES FIFTEEN (15) FEET IN DEPTH OR GREATER SHALL 
BE SIX (6) FOOT DIAMETER. 

37. PVC SEWER PIPE SHALL BE RUN CONTINUOUS THROUGH MANHOLES WHEN PIPE OF 
APPROXIMATE EQUAL SLOPES ARE ENTERING AND LEAVING THE MANHOLES. 

38. ALL NEW CONNECTIONS TO AN EXISTING SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE SHALL 
INCLUDE THE REHABILITATION REQUIRED TO MEET CITY OF SANTA FE 
WASTEWATER DIVISION STANDARD CONSTRUCTION DETAILS. 

WASTEWATER NOTES: 
WASTEWATER UEG CHARGES SHALL BE PAID AT 
THE TIME OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION. 

SANITARY SEWER NOTE: 
NO FENCES, WALLS, OR OTHER STRUCTURES SHALL 
BE CONSTRUCTED WITHIN OR ACROSS SANITARY 
SEWER EASEMENTS 

STREET LIGHTING NOTE: 
PROPOSED LUMINAIRES SHALL BE METERED AND 
INCLUDE LED TYPE FIXTURES EQUIVALENT TO 
CONVENTIONAL 250 HIGH PRESSURE SODIUM. 
THE DESIGN AND FIXTURE TYPES SHALL BE 
REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY OF 
SANTA FE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING DIVISION. 

GENERAL NOTES: 
GAS SERVICES AND METERS TO BE DESIGNED BY 
NEW MEXICO GAS COMPANY. 

WATER SERVICES TO BE DESIGNED BY 
SANG RE DE CRISTO WATER COMPANY. 

ELECTRIC TRANSFORMERS AND SERVICES TO 
BE DESIGNED BY PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF 
NEW MEXICO. 

CABLE TELEVISION SERVICE TO BE DESIGNED 
BY COMCAST. 
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TYPICAL JOINT TRENCH DETAIL 

JOINT TRENCH NOTES: 

1. Compaction in city or slate right-of-ways shaR meet or exoaed minimum specified requ1rem8!118. 
2. Shading and bedding materials to be type IV. Class 1 for direct buried cable 

and Type IV, Class 2 for cable in conduit. Type Ill material I& sultable rot either type of lnstallatlon. 
Refer lo DS-10-12.4 for fill material requirements. 

3. If trench-run material meets back flll matertal type requirements, 3" 
bedding may be omitted provided the trench bottom is smooth, flat and 
without surface irregularities. 

4. Maximum change In the trench bottom elevation ahaU not exceed 2• over a 
10' lenglh. 

5. Spoil pile shaU be placed on Iha field side a minimum of2" from Iha trench 
odge. 

8. Latest OSHA trench safely requirements shall be slrictly observed. 
7. Warning tape shelf be placed a minimum of 12" above gas line. 
8. VVhen btfng!ng cables to pedestals, 12" separation must be malntalnad 

from the gas line. 
9. PNM owned or maintained street ltghts may be Installed in trench, 

next to electrtc cable. 
10. Prtvate area lighting or private streetlight circuits must maintain 12" separation from ell other joint 

occupant! .• 
11. Gae service must be 12· away from where N wlU pass equtpmant or 

pedestals. 
12. All parties agree that 12" separation between electric and 

communication may not be met wllen transili011ing up to transfom,era 
and or pedestals. 

13. Typical subdivision wllere pruperty line is 9' from back of curb and 10' 
Publlc Uffllty Easements (PUE). 

14. Depth ofges measured from llnal grade. 

REFERENCES 
1. NESC rule 352, 353, 354 
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TIE PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER SERVICE TO EXISTING SANITARY SEWER LINE (TYP 6) 

PROPOSED JOINT UTILITY SERVICE (TYP 6) 
I 

EXISTING 4" WATERLINE 

EXISTING JOINT TRENCH 

EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT 

EXISTING FLUSH HYDRANT 

PROPOSED DOUBLE AND QUAD WATER SERVICE METERS FOR LOTS 2 - 7 
LOCATE WIRES TO BE INSTALLED ON LONG SERVICES, USE PEX OR APPROVED EQUAL 

TIE PROPOSED JOINT UTILITIES TO EXISTING JOINT UTILITIES 
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,HIGH POINT/ WATER 
I BLOCK 

I;;_-_-/--_-;.;;_, ___ ----;_---+------;;; 
I 1>.'?½ I 

EARTH PAD ELEVATION 

I 
I 

I l~~ I 

I -::: __ -----_ ---- __ -- I 

l
:t 

1

11 -- -II t : 11- -- -

(NOT FINISHED FLOOR) LOT NUMBER 

5'-0" 5'-0" 

I I 
A SIDE YARD RETAINING WALLIS REQUIRED AT THE I : I )< II : II A SIDE YARD RETAINING WALL IS REQUIRED AT THE 

PROPERTY LINE WHERE THE SIDEYARD GRADE IS-+-/ f--t- PROPERTY LINE WHERE THE SIDEYARD GRADE IS 4'-0' .. 
STEEPER THAN A 3:1 SLOPE AND THE BUILDINGS ARE / --..,-~ / STEEPER THAN A 3:1 SLOPE AND THE BUILDINGS ARE 

SET 10' APART (TO BE CONSTRUCTED BY BUILDER). / / l 6824.65 / I SET 10' APART (TO BE CONSTRUCTED BY BUILDER). 

TYPICAL SIDE YARD RETAINING WALL 
SCALE: N.T.S. 

GRADING NOTES 

1. THE LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION AND LOCATIONS OF THE CONTRACTORS STAGING 
AREAS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY THE CONTRACTOR AND APPROVED BY THE OWNER. 
THE LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE CLEARLY DELINEATED AND SHALL BE THE 
MINIMUM REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN ALL WORKERS IN A SAFE CONDITION, TO PROVIDE 
ACCESS, AND TO MEET O.S.H.A. REGULATIONS. 

2. CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE DUST AND EROSION CONTROL PROTECTION. 
3. GRADING SETBACKS TO EXTERIOR PROPERTY LINES ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

TOP OF VERTICAL SLOPE= ONE FIFTH THE VERTICAL HEIGHT OF CUT WITH A 
MINIMUM OF 2 FEET ANDA MAXIMUM OF 15 FEET. 
TOE OF FILL SLOPE= ONE HALF THE HEIGHT OF THE SLOPE WITH A MINIMUM OF 2 
FEET ANDA MAXIMUM OF 15 FEET. 

4. THE SURVEYOR SHALL VERIFY SETBACKS, TIE IN ELEVATIONS, AND TOPOGRAPHY 
WHEN STAKING PROJECT. 

5. UNSUITABLE MATERIAL FROM SITE GRADING AND REMOVAL OPERATIONS, SHALL BE 
DISPOSED OF AT AN APPROVED LANDFILL. 

6. ALL DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE REVEGETATED AND COORDINATED WITH THE 
LANDSCAPING PLAN. 

7. ALL FILL MATERIAL SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE N.M.D.O.T. OR SITE 
SPECIFIC GEOTECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS. THE FILL SHALL BE COMPACTED AS PER 
N.M.D.O.T. SPECIFICATIONS. 

8. PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT MUST COMPLY WITH SECTION 14-8.12 (RELOCATION OF 
GUNNISON'S PRAIRIE DOGS.) 

9. PONDS SHALL BE LINED WITH FILTER FABRIC AND SLOPES SHALL BE LINED WITH 3"-5" 
COBBLE OR AS SHOWN ON THE APPROVED LANDSCAPE PLAN. 

EARTHWORK NOTES: 
1. UNADJUSTED EARTHWORK 

VOLUME: 
1.1. CUT= 145C.Y. 
1.2. FILL= 3,595 C.Y. 

SEE DETAIL THIS SHEET / 
1
1 I I SEE DETAIL THIS SHEET 

I I I 

SWALEATLOTLINE+-h 
I I rf-+swALEATLOTLINE 

1% MINIMUM SLOPE I I 1% MINIMUM SLOPE 
2% TYPICAL 1 /---- BUILDABLE AREA / ---f 

1 
1 2% TYPICAL 

i I i GRADED PAD / / / 

I I I I I I 
I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 
I I I ::, I I I 

J I '-------. -- -- -- --· --- --- -~ -~ '--- - I ..__ -- -- -- -

It ~I ti 
I ~ en , a 
I ~ ~ "' 

• ...J.J,1/ "' 

I 
SPOT ELEVATION AT TOP OF ___J 

BACK OF SIDEWALKATLOTLINE I I 

f 
L SPOT ELEVATION AT TOP OF 

BACK OF SIDEWALK AT LOT LINE 

SPOT ELEVATION AT TOP OF FRONT__} J 
OF SIDEWALK AT DRIVEWAY \ --- \_ CURB AND GUTTER 

LsPoT ELEVATION AT TOP OF DRIVEWAY 

FRONT OF SIDEWALK AT DRIVEWAY 

PRUDENCIO STREET 

TYPICAL LOT GRADING AND DRAINAGE 
SCALE: N.T.S. 

CITY OF SANTA FE DRAINAGE NOTES 

I CERTIFY TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE 
AND BELIEF. THE PROJECT WAS BUILT IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE SPECIFICATIONS 
AND THAT THESE RECORD DRAWINGS ARE 
TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY 
BELIEF. 

ERIC A. CORNELIUS, N.M.P.E. NO. 22790 
SANTA FE ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, LLC. 

1. SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF CITY OF SANTA FE PERMIT AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION STAFF. STORM DRAINAGE 
AND EROSION/SEDIMENT CONTROL IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE EXECUTED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
EACH SEGMENT OF ROADS AND UTILITIES. THESE IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE COMPLETED AND INSPECTED PRIOR TO THE 
ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS FOR INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS. 

2. MAINTENANCE OF PRIVATE DRAINAGE EASEMENTS AND DRAINAGE FACILITIES IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE HOMEOWNER'S 
ASSOCIATION. THE CITY OF SANTA FE IS HEREBY GRANTED THE RIGHT TO ACCESS AND INSPECT THESE EASEMENTS AND 
DRAINAGE FACILITIES AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CITY. THE OWNER AGREES TO HOLD HARMLESS FROM ALL DAMAGE TO 
PERSONS OR PROPERTY RESULTING FROM THE CITY'S REASONABLE EXERCISE TO THEIR ACCESS AND INSPECTION RIGHT. 

3. SEE TEMPORARY EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN FOR ADDITIONAL DUST CONTROL NOTES, SHEET 11-2. 
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TOPOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHOWN 
ASSUMES DOS ACEOUIAS SUBDIVISION 
AND ADJACENT PRUDENCIO STREET 
WILL HAVE BEEN CONSTRUCTED BY THE 
TIME OF GRADING PERMIT. THIS 
INFORMATION IS COMPILED FROM 
MULTIPLE SOURCES AND HAS BEEN 
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GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN 
SCALE: 1" = 20' 
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STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
AT ROMERO SUBDIVISION 
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 

1. SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project site for Romero Subdivision is currently vacant. The 
property is bordered by Agua Frla Street to the north, Prudencio 
Street to the east, Acequia to the south, and developed land to the 
west. The site generally drains from north to south. 

1.1 Owner Q)erator: 
1620 AGUA FRIA STREET 
SANTA FE, NM 87505 

Construction Operator (Separate NPDES Permit needed). 

Telephone: __________ _ 

Fax: __________ _ 

1,2 Location of the site: 

The site is located In Township 17 North, Range 9 East, Section 27 in 
Santa Fe, Nsw Mexico. 

The letltude and longib.Jde are as follows: 

Latitude: 35"40'30" N 
Longitude: 105"58'22" W 

1.3 The total area of the site: 

1.47 :1: acres 

1.4 The area of the site that Is expacled to be disturbed: 

0.83 :1: acres 

1.5 Endangered Species: 

Based on the instructlon provided by the EPA Compllance Assurance 
and Enforcement DMslon Water Enforcement Branch, Region 6 
~storm Water Region 6 NP DES General Permit for storm Water 
Discharge from Construction Activity," there are no endangered or 
threaten species, or designated criUcal habitat, which are likely to be 
adversely affected by the construction activity's storm water 
discharge or storm water discharge related activities. 

1.6 Intended sequence of major construction activities: 

1. Install Bast Management Practices (BMP's). The contractor shall 
minimize soil disturbance end insure the proper stockplllng of 
materials. 

2, Sita Grading. The contractors shall use sit&-apecific conlrols as 
shown on the 
Temporary Erosion Control Plans and Grading and Drainage Plans. 
Soil disturbance shall be minimized. 

3. Stabilization. The contractor.. shaH use site-specific controls as 
shown on the 
Permanent Erosion Control Plana. 

1.7 The following maps have been prepared: 

1.7 .1 Vicinity Map 

See Sheet No. H. 

1.7.2 Drainage patterns: 

See Grading and Drainage Plan, Sheet 9-2. 

1.7 .3 Approximate slopes after major grading. 

See Permanent Erosion Control, Sheet 11-3. 

1.7.4 Outline area of disturbance: 

See Permanent Erosion Control, Sheet 11-3. 

1.7 .5 Outline of areas which won't be disturbed: 

See Permanent Eros!on Control, Sheet 11-3. 

1.7 .6 Location of major structural and non-structural concepts: 

See Temporary Erosion Control Plan, Sheet 11-2. 

1.7. 7 Areas where stabilization practices are expacted to occur. 

See Permanent Erosion Control Plan, Sheet 11-3. 

2, DESCRIPTION OF CONTROLS 

2.1 Posting Requirements: 

The Contractor will post consplcuously near the entrance to the site 
the following items: 

Copies of NOls 
Name and telephone number of contact persons. 

2.2 nGood Housekeepingn: 

The contractors shall practice nGood Housekeeping." This includes 
the proper disposal of construction and demolition debris on a daily 
basis, proper wash down methods of construction vehicles, the 
proper stockpiling of mBlerials. The construction site shall be kept in 
a neat and orderly manner and exposure of material to storm water 
wlll be minimized to the extent practicable. 

2.3 Concrete Washout 

Concrete washout is a process wastewater and must be controlled In 
e designated area (e.g. bermed pit) and disposed of properly and 
noted on the Temporaiy Erosion Control Plans. 

2.4 Minimize Disturbance and Preserve Nab.Ira! Vegetation: 

The Contractor shall minimize disturbance. lhe limits of oonstructlon 
shall be clearly delineated and enforced. Special attention will be 
given to protecting established vegetation. The contractor will be 
responsible for replacing vegetation that Is unnecessarily disturbed. 

2.5 Inspections: 

Disturbed areas, stabilization end structural control measures shall 
be Inspected as required and at least once eveiy two weeks, and 
within 24 hours or the next worlcing day of the end of a storm event. 
If a portion of the site has been flnally or temporarily stabilized, and 
runoff Is unlikely due to winter conditions, or during seasonal arid 
pariods, inspections shall be conducted on a monthly basis. 

Inspections shall be documented on the lnspaction and maintenance 
form. Inspections shall be continued by the Owner and final 
stabilizallon of an area Is achieved and/or the Notice of Termination 
is submitted. 

2.6 Record Keeping: 

A copy of the SWPP Plan will be maintained onsile for the use of all 
Operators and those identified In the SWPP Plan as having on site 
responsibilities. Items that wrn be maintained and attached to the 
SWPP include: 

Inspection Reports: The inspection reports shall be signed by a 
qualified inspector 
assigned by the Contractor. The SWPP package and reports shall 
be available to EPA representatives et aU times during construction. 

Lend Disturbance Log containing: dates when major soil disturbing 
activities occur, dates when conslruction activities temporarily or 
permanently cease on a portion of the site, and dates when 
stabilization meesurea are initiated. 

Spill Tracking 

Copies of SWPP Plans, inspection records, spill reports, all reports 
required by NPDES Permit coverage, and data used to complete the 
NOi shall be retained by the permltees. 

2.7 Plan Amendment: 

This SWPP Plan wiH be amended when: 

There ls a change in design, construction, operation, or maintenance. 

If the inspection report identifies problems or inadequacies with the 
current BMPs, the SWPP Plan shall be modified es necessary to 
include additional or modified BMP's designed to correct the 
problems. 
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OUST CONTROL: 

All onsite soil disturbing construction activities shall be 
addressed and provide measures to mitigate or control 
dust from being transported offsite and polluting 
neighboring properties. 

Any person, owner, contractor, or operator who conducts 
earthmoving andfor dust generating activities is 
responsible for implementing Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) in order to mitigate off-property 
transport of fugitive dust emissions. 

A plan, or stonn water prevention plan (SWPPP) when 
applicable, listlng the Best Management Practices 
(BMPs), shell be provided to the City Engineer or his 
designee for review and approval. The approved BMPs 
shall be applied to the graded and/or disturbed soil in 
order to stabilize the site. 

The initial BMP shall address how the Contractor will 
minimize the amount of disturbed soil and how the 
Contractor will stabilize the disturbed surface area 
exposed to wind or vehicle traffic during construction. 

Some BMPs shall include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The reduction of vehicle speeds: establish a 
maximum speed Mmit or install traffic calming 
devices to reduce speeds to a rate to mitigate 
off-property transport of dust entrained by vehicles. 
The minimization of drop height: Drivers and 
operators shall unload truck beds and loader or 
excavator buckets slowly and minimize drop height 
of materials to the lowest height possible, including 
screening operations. 
High winds restriction: temporarily halt work 
activities during high wind events greater than 30 
mph if operations would result in off-property 
transport. 
Restrict access: restrict access to the work area to 
only authorized vehicles and personnel. 

In the event the above practices are ineffective to 
prevent off-property transport, the contractor, owner, or 
operator shall use et teat one or more of the following 
Best Management Practices (BMPS): 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Wet suppression: apply water to disturbed soil 
surfaces, backfill materials, screenings, and other 
dust generating operaUons as necessary and 
appropriate considering current weather conditions, 
and prevent water used for dust control from 
entering any public right-of-way, storm water 
drainage facllity, or watercourse. 
Wind barrier: construct a fence or other type of wind 
barrier to prevent wind erosion of the graded or 
disturbed surface. 
Vegetation: plant vegetation appropriate for 
retaining soils or creating a wind break. 
Surface roughening: stabilize an active construction 
area during periods of inactivity or when vegetation 
cannot be immediately established. 
Cover: install cover materials such as tackifiers, 
erosion control blankets, gravel, vegetation (when 
appropriate), cold•millings, etc., during periods of 
inactivity and property anchor the cover. 
Soll retention: stabilize disturbed or exposed soll 
surface areas that will be inactive for more than 30 
days or while vegetation is being established. 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES • NOTES 

1. DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM EROSION DURING CONSTRUCTION BY MEANS ADEQUATE 
TO RETAIN SOIL ON SITE. 

2. EXCEPT AS NECESSARY TO INSTALL TEMPORARY EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL DEVICES, LAND 
SHALL NOT BE GRADED OR CLEARED UNTIL ALL SUCH TEMPORARY DEVICES HAVE BEEN PROPERLY 
INSTALLED AND INSPECTED. CONTROL DEVICES SHALL BE KEPT IN PLACE AND USED UNTIL THE 
DISTURBED AREA IS PERMANENTLY STABILIZED. 

3. SIGNIFICANT TREES, AREAS WITH SUBSTANTIAL GRASS COVERAGE, AND DRAINAGE WAYS THAT ARE TO 
REMAIN UNDISTURBED SHALL BE FENCED OFF PRIOR TO THE USE OF ANY HEAVY MACHINERY ON-SITE AND 
DURING THE ENTIRE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS. FENCING SHALL BE PLACED FIVE FEET TO THE OUTSIDE 
OF THE DRIP LINE OF SIGNIFICANT TREES. THERE ARE NO SIGNIFICANT TREES. 

4. SOIL STOCKPILES SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM EROSION lHROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION BY USING 
APPROPRIATE EROSION CONTROL TECHNIQUES. STAGING AND SOIL STOCKPILE AREAS SHALL BE 
CLEARLY DESIGNED ON THE SITE. ALL TOPSOIL SHALL BE KEPT ON SITE, WITHIN THE DISTURBANCE ZONE 
OF CONSTRUCTION, AND REINTRODUCED IN TO PLANTING AREAS TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE. THERE ARE 
NO SOIL STOCKPILES ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROJECT . 

5. 

6. 

7 . 

8. 

WATERING DOWN EXPOSED AREAS IS REQUIRED TO PREVENT THE BLOWING OF DUST OR SEDIMENT. 

PROTECTION FOR STORM DRAIN INLETS SHALL BE PROVIDED TO PREVENT THE ENTRY OF SEDIMENT WHILE 
STILL ALLOWING THE ENTRY OF STORM WATER. 

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATERING AND/OR FIBER MULCH WITH 
TACKIFIER . 

ALL CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC SHALL USE TIRE WASHES. 

DRY TIRE WASH 
SEE SHEET 11-4 FOR DETAILS 

PROPERTY LINE 
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MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES ANO INSPECTIONS 

1. DISTURBED AREAS, STABILIZATION AND STRUCTURAL CONTROL 
MEASURES SHALL BE INSPECTED AS REQUIRED AND AT LEAST ONCE 
EVERY TWO WEEKS, AND WITHIN 24 HOURS OR THE NEXT WORKING DAY 
OF THE END OF A STORM EVENT. IF A PORTION OF THE SITE HAS BEEN 
FINALLY OR TEMPORARILY STABILIZED, AND RUNOFF IS UNLIKELY DUE TO 
WINTER CONDITIONS, OR DURING SEASONAL ARID PERIODS, 
INSPECTIONS SHALL BE CONDUCTED ON A MONTHLY BASIS. 

2. THE CITY OR ITS AUTHORIZED AGENT MAY ENTER UPON THE PROPERTY, 
AT REASONABLE TIMES ALL STORMWATER FACILITIES SHALL BE 
MAINTAINED BY THE CONTRACTOR. 

3. THE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN 
GOOD CONDITION AND PROMPn Y REPAIRED. 

4. TO ENSURE THAT THE SYSTEM IS MAINTAINED IN PROPER WORKING 
CONDITION. 

5. IF AFTER NOTICE BY THE CITY TO CORRECT A VIOLATION REQUIRING 
MAINTENANCE WORK, SATISFACTORY CORRECTIONS ARE NOT MADE 
WITHIN A REASONABLE PERIOD IF TIME. THE CITY MAY PERFORM ALL 
NECESSARY WORK TO PLACE lHE FACILITY IN PROPER WORKING 
CONDITION. THE OWNER(S) OR RESPONSIBLE PARTY OF THE FACILITY 
SHALL BE ASSESSED THE ASSOCIATED COSTS OF THE WORK. 

LEGEND 
EPA APPROVED BMP. SEE SHEET 

IIIIIHIIIIIIII 11--5 & 11--6 FOR DETAILS 

- GRADING LIMITS 

INLET PROTECTION (TYP) 
SEE SHEET 11-5 & 11-6 FOR DETAILS * DRAINAGE FLOW ARROW 

ff-=== DRY TIRE WASH 
EPA APPROVED BMP. SEE SHEET 

11-5 & 11-6 FOR DETAILS 
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SEE SHEET 11-5 & 11-6 FOR DETAILS 
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/ INLET PROTECTION. 
SEE SHEET 11-5 & 11-6 FOR DETAILS 
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TEMPORARY EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN 
SCALE: 1" = 30' 
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LONG TERM MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES AND INSPECTIONS 

1. ALL STORM WATER FACILITIES SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY THE DOS ACEQUIA$ HOA. 

2. THE STORM WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN GOOD CONDITION 
AND PROMPTLY REPAIRED. 

3. THE CITY OR ITS AUTHORIZED AGENT MAY ENTER UPON THE PROPERTY, AT 
REASONABLE TIMES TO ENSURE THAT THE SYSTEM IS MAINTAINED IN PROPER 
WORKING CONDITION. 

4. IF AFTER NOTICE BY THE CITY TO CORRECT A VIOLATION REQUIRING MAINTENANCE 
WORK, SATISFACTORY CORRECTIONS ARE NOT MADE WITHIN A REASONABLE PERIOD 
OF TIME. THE CITY MAY PERFORM ALL NECESSARY WORK TO PLACE THE FACILITY IN 
PROPER WORKING CONDITION. THE OWNER(S) OR RESPONSIBLE PARTY OF THE 
FACILITY SHALL BE ASSESSED THE ASSOCIATED COSTS OF THE WORK. 

INSPECTIONS AND VIOLATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION PROCESS 

1. INSPECTIONS BY CITY ARE DUE WHEN STORM WATER MANAGEMENT MEASURES ARE 
COMPLETED AND WHEN THE FINAL SITE RESTORATION MEASURES ARE COMPLETED. 
HOWEVER, IF FINAL SITE RESTORATION MEASURES ARE BEING DELAYED DUE TO THE 
SEASON, THE CITY SHALL BE NOTIFIED WHEN TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL 
MEASURES FOR USE UNTIL RESTORATION IS COMPLETE, IN PLACE AND READY FOR 
INSPECTION. 

2. FURTHER CONSTRUCTION OR ISSUANCE OF ANY PERMITS SHALL NOT OCCUR UNTIL 
WRITTEN APPROVAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY THE CITY. 

POND DATA 
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DRAINAGE FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 

1. THE DRAINAGE FACILITIES ARE PRIVATE AND SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY THE 
PROPERTY OWNERS. 

2. INSPECTIONS OF THE DRAINAGE FACILITIES SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THE FOLLOWING SCHEDULE: 

ON OR ABOUT MARCH 15, ON OR ABOUT SEPTEMBER 15, AND AFTER EACH STORM 
EVENT OF 1-INCH OR GREATER. THE OWNERS SHALL MAINTAIN A FILE OF THE 
INSPECTIONS AND REMEDIAL ACTION CONDUCTED ON THE DRAINAGE FACILITIES. 

3. THE REMEDIAL ACTION SHALL CONSIST OF (1) REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF SEDIMENT 
IN PONDS THAT IS GREATER THAN 6-INCHES IN DEPTH; (2) FLUSHING ALL CULVERTS, 
DROP INLETS AND DRAINAGE PIPES TO REMOVE SEDIMENT AND POLL UT ANTS THAT 
PREVENTS OR HINDERS THE FLOW OF STORM WATER IN THE DRAINAGE 
STRUCTURES; AND. (3) INSPECT FOR SOIL EROSION AT ALL DRAINAGE PONDS AND 
INSPECT FOR THE STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF ALL APPURTENANT DRAINAGE 
STRUCTURES AND REPAIR OR STABILIZE ACCORDINGLY. 
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DRAINAGE FACILITIES MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE 

SPRING MARCH 15th CLEARING AND MAINTENANCE FOR ALL 
MAINTENANCE: STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES 

SHALL OCCUR WITHIN 30 DAYS OF DA TE. 
REMOVE SEDIMENT BUILD UP IN ALL 
PONDS AND RESEED. 

FALL SEPTEMBER 15th CLEARING AND MAINTENANCE FOR ALL 
MAINTENANCE: STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES 

SHALL OCCUR WITHIN 30 DAYS OF DATE. 

PERIODIC AFTER SIGNIFICANT CLEARING AND MAINTENANCE FOR ALL 
MAINTENANCE: STORMS (1" OR STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES 

GREATER) SHALL OCCUR WITHIN 30 DAYS OF STORM. 

SFCC 13-2 PROHIBITS THE DISCHARGE OF POLLUTANTS INCLUDING 
SEDIMENT, VEGETATION, SLURRIES, MUD, PLASTERS, CONCRETE 
RINSATES AND ANY CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS, WASTES AND 
GARBAGE, ETC. TO THE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM. THE STORM DRAIN 
SYSTEM INCLUDES ROADS, STREETS, CURBS, GUTTERS, DROP INLETS, 
PIPED STORM DRAINS, CULVERTS, RETENTION AND DETENTION BASINS, 
NATURAL AND MAN-MADE DRAINAGE CHANNELS, ARROYOS, RIVERS, 
AND ANY FACILITY AND APPURTENANCE BY WHICH STORMWATER IS 
COLLECTED AND/OR CONVEYED. CULVERT AND DRAIN FLUSHING 
SHALL BE CAREFULLY DONE. POLLUTANTS AND DEBRIS SHALL BE 
CAREFULLY REMOVED AND DISPOSED OF AT THE LANDFILL. 
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NOTES: 

NOTE: 
1. THE ENTRANCE SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A CONDITION THAT WILL EROSION CONTROL WATTLES. SPILLWAY USE EROSION CONTROL WA TTL ES, 

MINIMIZE SEDIMENT TRACKING OR TRANSPORT ONTO PUBLIC SANDBAGS,ORCONTINUOUS~ _,,, SANDBAGS, OR OTHER APPROVED FASTENERS AT 12" O.C. MAX. 
ROADWAYS. THIS MAY REQUIRE ADDING ADDITIONAL LAYERS OF GRAVEL, BERM OF EQUIVALENT HEIGHT '\. / METHODS TO CHANNELIZE RUNOFF r--- 4' -----i _ - r1 REPAIR AND/OR CLEANOUT OF MEASURE USED TO TRAP SEDIMENT. TO BASIN AS REQUIRED 

r 
1~ x 6WTREATED SUPPLY WATER TO WASH 

WOOD CAP .,,,,,,,---,_ 
2. WHEN NECESSARY, WHEELS SHALL BE CLEANED PRIOR TO ENTRANCE WHEELS IF NECESSAV "' ~ 4' x 4' x 112ft TREATED 

I\ ONTO PUBLIC ROADWAYS. -~ I ~ "' I 4" OR GREATER I \, ';'. I o ~o I r WASHED COBBLE PLYWOOD BACK \ 3. VEHICLE WASHING SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN A STABILIZED AREA WITH 
• ~_jj ~'--=- ~,~•==cJ I 

APPROPRIATE STORM WATER CONTROLS IN PLACE. • .t ./ i "" 8' 
• ! ';' GROUND 0 ';' . ~ 12' MIN 

LINE t 
,,7-'--.C' ~I I , .. , -·-

DIVERSION RIDGE REQUIRED E/',ER i5 - ,, = -- __j_ 4" x 4" PRESSURE 
WHERE GRADE EXCEEDS 2% ~ a: 

3' i---TREATEDPOST 
ROADWAY ',--,; h" , . 

'-DIVERSION RIDGE 

I 
J · 11- 111"-111 ·111' . ' 111'1e, I -:=111~n1L, · -·--111!:!:!11T~m~ 

50'MIN FILTER FABRIC 
' • 

SECTION A-A PLAN VIEW 

TEMPORARY GRAVEL CONSTRUCTION N.P.D.E.S. PERMIT POSTING BOARD 
ENTRANCE / EXIT (LOCATED AT MAIN ENTRANCE) 

CITY OF SANT A FE NP DES STORMWATER MANAGEMENT NOTES 

1. DEVELOPMENT IS SUBJECT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE SFCC CHAPTER XIII SWPP Plan IMl)9Clion Report SWPP Pl9n tnepecilon Report (ConUm1ed) 
STORMWATER UTILITY INCLUDING THE STORMWATER UTILITY SERVICE CHARGE AND 
STORMWATER ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROL REQUIREMENTS. Pmje,;:tName: 

PurJOIOaflnspe,::tlon: Ceriifica\10/l Sllmlment: 

2. DEVELOPMENT IS SUBJECT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF NPDES GENERAL MS4 DISCHARGE 
"I certify llllder penalty of law that this document and al attachment,; were pn)j)El'9d 

PERMIT NO. NMR040000 AND NPDES CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT NO. NMR 100000. ·- under my dileclion or supervisiorl in aooordanc:e with a system designed to assure that 

Weether lnfonnallon: TI-P(I. Tlme, Amount, and Duration of Eadl Storm Even1 slnoe Last qualified personnel prope!ly gathered and 8'/llklaled Iha infurmatioo l<Ubmllted. BIISBd 
on my lnquliy oflhe person QI' per$Qn$ who fflllnage Ille system, or those persons 

3. CONSTRUCTION GENERAL DISCHARGE PERMIT NO. NMR100000-A STORMWATER ln!:plletion. List Dalee and Location ror Slolm e.ents: 
dlractty responsit.18 for G"lhering Iha lnlom1atlon, the infonnallon submitted is, to the 

POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN MUST BE PREPARED BY A QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL AND he8t of my knowledge and beBaf, true acwmte, arid oompla!a. I am 8Wal"8 lhal ltie<e 
are slgnlfk;ant penaltl9$ for $1Jbmltting raise Information, lncll!ding Ille po,sslblity of fine 

A NOTICE OF INTENT (NOi) FOR COVERAGE MUST BE FILED WITH THE EPA. end Imprisonment for knowing Ylolallons.• 

CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER DISCHARGES ARE NOT PERMITTED UNTIL A MINIMUM 
OF SEVEN (7) CALENDAR DAYS AFTER EPA ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF A COMPLETE NOi. 

looFJtlon or NPOES Notice of Pem\lt Coverage Posllog; {Sgnalure) 

4. CITY OF SANTA FE STORMWATER ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROL- SFCC 13-2 PROHIBITS (Ploose Pr1nl Name, Tltl&) 
THE DISCHARGE OF POLLUTANTS INCLUDING SEDIMENT, SLURRIES, MUD, PLASTERS, Hee I.and Dio!orbance Log b&an main!alned: [ ] Yea [ I No [ ]NIA 
CONCRETE RINSATES AND ANY CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS, WASTES AND GARBAGE, 

Does Ille s~a map ra08ct cum1nt BMPsand Sita Cha!aCte~ellca? I ] Yes I I No ETC. TO THE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM. THE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM INCLUDES ROADS, 
STREETS, CURBS, GUTTERS, DROP INLETS, PIPED STORM DRAINS, CULVERTS, RETENTION Doaslhe site map rel1ed currant BMPsand Sit@ Chamc::teristiw? I J Yu I [No 

AND DETENTION BASINS, NATURAL AND MAN-MADE DRAINAGE CHANNELS, ARROYOS, Comme~· 

RIVERS AND ANY FACILITY AND APPURTENANCE BY WHICH STRORMWATER IS 
COLLECTED AND/OR CONVEYED. 

5. CITY OF SANTA FE TERRAIN AND STORMWATER REGULATIONS- SFCC 14-8.2 REQUIRES Evld@rir:e of Ditchargea of Sedim&nl or OlhGr 

THAT CONSTRUCTION DISTURBED AREA SHALL BE PROTECTED AGAINST EROSION. 
Pollulanl8 from Ille Sile (D98Cliba Belaw): ( JYea ( ]No 

SEDIMENT MUST BE CONTAINED ON THE DISTURBED AREA BY THE USE OF TEMPORARY Evidence of S~lls or L<111ka {Deoorioo Beklw): I ]Yes I ]No 

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL DEVICES SUCH AS SILT FENCING, SWALES, BERMS, Evidence of Offstte Sediment Tredllng (Desoibtl Bek>w) I )Yes I ]No 

~ GEOTEXTILES, SEDIMENT BASINS AND TRAPS. PROTECTION FOR STORM DRAIN INLETS Comments: "' SHALL BE PROVIDED TO PREVENT THE ENTRY OF SEDIMENT FROM THE SITE WHILE STILL ii! 
ALLOWING THE ENTRY OF STORMWATER. CONTROL DEVICES SHALL BE KEPT IN PLACE w 

w 
AND USED UNTIL THE DISTURBED AREA IS PERMANENTLY STABILIZED. 

lsFecffity~CcmpliancewllhSWPPPlanaodPermlt? I ]YBII I ]No ~ z 
6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT REMOVE SILT FENCE AND MULCH SOCKS OR OTHER Incidents m Non-CO,,.,pllar,ce with SWPP Plan; w 

TEMPORARY EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL DEVICES UNTIL DISTURBED AREAS ARE 

~ STABILIZED. SOIL STABILIZATION AND EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE 
COMPLETED WITHIN 21 CALENDAR DAYS AFTER COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION OR 
OTHER SOIL DISTURBANCE ACTIVITIES ON THE SITE. IF THE TIME OF YEAR IS NOT Land Dlsturbarne Log. !r.ciud'11g Location and Date of Soil Distu,bance. Activities and 

SLabllization lnltia!Gd: 
CONDUCIVE TO PLANTING, THEN PLANTING MAY BE DELAYED UNTIL THE NEXT "' APPROPRIATE PLANTING SEASON PROVIDED THAT ALL TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL ~ 

"' MEASURES ARE MAINTAINED UNTIL PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL MEASURES ARE 
~ IMPLEMENTED. TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE SELECTED, 0: 

DESIGNED AND INSTALLED WITH AN APPROPRIATE SEED BASE TO PROVIDE EROSION <J <J <J <J <J <J <J 
CONTROL FOR AT LEAST THREE YEARS WITHOUT ACTIVE MAINTENANCE. TEMPORARY CITY REVIEW 
EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE SELECTED, DESIGNED AND INSTALLED TO DEPARTMENT SIGN-OFF DATE 

Santa Fe Engineering PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTAL WASTEWATI:R s ACHIEVE 70 PERCENT VEGETATIVE COVER WITHIN THREE YEARS. MANAGEMENT DIV. S!GNATUR ON FILE 
FOR ROMERO SUBDIVISION 

WATER SERVICES 

FE 
Consultants, LLC 

STREETS DIV. 
TRAFFIC DIV. 

1599 St. Francis Drive, Suite B ,~E 
Senta Fe, NM 87505 STORM WATER CONTROL DETAILS LANDSCAPE c (505) 982-2845 Fax (505) 982-2641 SUBDIVISION 
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TYPICAL .USAGE OF SELECTED EROSION 
ANO SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES 

STANDARD SYMBOLS FOR EROSION 
ANO SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES 

SILT FENC.: 
~ P!PE SI.OPE: OR-lltl = S[OIU(ITT ~. ~ 

'"' 
~ Jt.C 

S£Dlr.tENT ~. ihd EXC.WATEO 
DROP INLET C!ll PROTECTION 

E'.AATH DIKE y!h., 
CULVERT ,~-

(((~((( 
PROTECnotl 

CI-Wt'IEl 
{SW-",1£) CHECK !WI 

D'.!'.Ll.l 
STRAW BALE OPTION 

2'><1'" IIXll POST, SUll>Al!ll ctl B(TTER ctl 
tQUAL ALTVIHl,TI< Srut. FENCE POST 

SEOll.!ENT BASIN ~ 

= __ .. __ lf!WlGUI.IIR 
@=) SEDIMENT 

FILTER OIKE 

- --= --=- - - ~ - ;_ ;~ = 

- --
TYPE I 

SILT FENCE 

0E0T[l(l"IL£ fM!RIC II.ITERIAL 

SUPPOAT!!ill f 
!Wll<IIIA,L, $E£ 
Ol!IDELU£S lol!0\'£1 

KllTURI.L SOit:, 
24' MJ"llllM BIIIY 

' 

TEMPORARY EROSION &: 
SEDIMEt",IT CONTROL MEASURES 

(T.E.S.C.M.) 

GENERAL NOTES 
THC5011.!!EIElfflal~[IIIISl'/,l,l,Al'OIOCIMS-FOIIOJLY£RI 
-SIW.I.B[USE!lftllOAU.~DIOSIOfO-IOJIUt)l'f ="" ...-..SUl!CS VTl.lZ'"" \lOII. "'-1tJflDI ~Ell llU5'S OIIG:M5E 

l- l!OCl<l'lAIJNCUKD .. M~ESIOSIONHID""""°"C0N!Rlli. 
l4:IIStllES - 011 T>IC5t 1!1C!IS SM0U - A __,.. 'IIICl<M[S5 Df 6 
OICIIE$ - OllEl'IIIS[ --= 
AU.~~ - ~ t:0IIJROI. IIEl5l-"IES PIAC[D - IW[ O<ft5n,:,,,;n()N CW111 WIit 5KOU. B[ IIISDWI> JITli i:< SlO'ES -,un 10 
- - ,,1 SlO'ES ~ TO TIW1JC. 

S(IIWOff ,_ 5KOU. 9E tuMlal or ~'ltO 5mllENf lfilEM 
/,FPIIO-,UY ~~ ruUI. 

Cll[(;I( !WIS S>W.L Ill: ~ or IICOIIUATIO SIJllU<HI IIMJI THI: 
DCPOS<IS OC,tQs -1ELV OM[__,- THI: !£QT 0, TlC a-!(C• 1W<. 

8. ----SHl,U.11[..,,.,um!FOIINtl,,OOHO,~­
IICTM!'n - _,HHII> ,;!I ..,_ As. - (llfflL !IT-.U.n<!N '" 
COIIF\t'ltO NIii IO:(PT[O, OJL..:Jlf l'l!l:llEl:JIOIIS ....., lit ~ foR 
f'CAIIIC<i Df _,.. 1110Ulml \IJFIIM) COOffl1U:IUI to COUPICl'C AD.l'COIT -7. fl<OOltfllOC'l~ .... .,~...iU,ROtt.:t:"5-,°"'RO.OC>!tTl<t 
OIIDC !WIS Rj WtS1l!IJCTOI MOCftESSES. 110 llfl[Cf ,,,._,,.- SIWJ. II[ 
IIIO;F<Jaflfl/J(;/IIO:)N0,-111(~--

8. ~...,_.,.,-.,.,,-""°"",oowtc.,..."°""'""""'"'""or -A- l'ROJ(J:TS. 

--

NEW MEXICO 
DIPAR'IJr~fln ~=0RTATION 

TEKPORARY" EROSION 
& SKOIMEHT CONTROL MEASURES 

NOTES: SILT FENCE AND CHECK DAM 
nlE C!IITll,ICTIII Sllllt Ill: At:SPCl!Sllll.E tlJI Of.TDIIHNIIO TIE 
POST ~ACUIG FM $l~l FEll:U TO lll~IMIZI: 111.llfTEllll'ICE. 

1. POST SPAClNll SMALL II( 4 FT. IWIJIUI nnorr Sll'PEIITINll 
FDIC£, 10 FT, IIUI- lllnt -TIIIC FEIICC, 

t. PQST$ f(R 4 FT, Molli!- POST SPAClNll i!IAU. Iii! t /MC!l 
IWAIIE -IIIAL SltE CII HD.YltR IIXll _Tll, C<1 Ul,/tll..., 
"r' IJI "II' ~IIJA STl!E~ POSTS 1£1CHI_,, >OOf LOS nl/lM 
2 LGS, PER, LI._.,, FMT, 

POSTS fmt 10 FT, IIAlU- -T Sl'ACIIIO SMALL BE 4 IIICM 
IWAR[ 1o;IUIIAI. Sil£ C<1 HU.YI[~ ICU) POSTS, CR 5TllL 
-1' .S SP£Cl,1tO AOO"!'E, 

J, SlffORTIIIO FUcl 6JIALL st: •1R1 1011 04 o.,, Nlfl .. 
1 IIIQI IWI. lol:611 IFEIIINllS!, ~ nllt[, l'l."5TIC FENCf: ·-· F,.,IDl£D UWIIELY TO POSTS 

OEOTll(l"ILE fl,llfl:IC SIIALL Rt 
1110 rt!OX •1TM ""' nu 

CNl 1N£ TtP MIil Mlll--Sn'Tllll'I, 
NOT VSEO, OEl1fUJIU FAlllllC 
10 !'091S •lnt SUl'U$ CR 

,, liHEN SIU FEIICE 1$ IISl:D FIJI c:NEC:,: OA115 l"51ALLW JN 
DITCIII:$, ~ SIA'CIITUIII ftHt:E Slloll.l 8E l'flD"IIOEO. •JTH 
IWllll.1111 f'QST SPl,l:1111: 0,- 10 FT, 

5. ST~NID 'T' CR •u• KCTIIM 51Ul. f'QSTS !ilUII.L IIDt Rt 
llst:O llnllN T1IE COISTl!IICTIIJA ClEIJI 1DN£ AECffiUV ~a.;A, 

1. s11u:1 ULr,s Mt MOT llfT-11 FCR o,,a: CJA 111:, ..:ucc 
0£f'NITIE!IT CJ" TIW!SPOAT~ll~ l'ftMCTS, 

HD MffiCO 
DEPARTMENT OF flll11SPORTJ.'fl0!1' 

STAND RD DRJ.lJllfO 
nMPOllARY BROSIOH 81 StDlldltt 

CONTROL IIJ.\St1lHI$ 
SlLT Cl¥ 

ou,w:o et_ "'°""" '"- occo:m ,,_ 
603..0t-3n 

mLIJ! 
(STRAW BALE) 

~~~;~~ 
J"KU]~-,cw-

US!: 1 Ff. Sl'AC1Nll FCII 

~-,m ~8i¥1\tlef~ ~. 
SPJI BEITNIJON RI ANKfT 

STAPI E PATTERN 

( VLl-1 
TYPICAi PiIPH t lNER 

INSTAl I ATJCNS AI CIH YERTS 

ANaiOR - $"' X 1" X 8" 'O" 5Hlf'EO 51Ul. 
STAPLES, 0,091 !H. MJH, 01~!• 

Ml"• lAP .tLIII. B 

PROFlLE 
PITCH I !NEB 

IOTU1 Cllt.V(:JIT l'fl<ll£CTIM 

I, -I< CUl'EIIT PflOTUTIOII JS S!'l:ClFl£0, 
EITIIER 51!1L IIETV!l"!Cll Bl-.:T5 IJI 
SOIL IIETDITl<W ROCl llAY Ill: PROYlllEO, 

~ 
2, nit: C~l'ERT f'RIJTW\"1011 WID™ ltEOIJlf!ISO 

SMAU. Bl: IH ACtOROI.NCE WJTM Tll£SI: 
Of.TAILS lltl.US SfEClf!EO OTNelW!!lli, 

J, nlE g(IIL RETIHTIIII BU~f.T 
INST.1.1.UTIOII 5110111 IIJT!.IIES Mlf(IIIJII 
11£0IJIREM£11TS, IWU"~l\ll!U'S 
ltEC(UltN[)AllCllli SHALL BE U$'EO IF TH(Y 
All£ IOI;; STIUHQOIT. 

SECTION B-B 

SECTlON 6-B 

CIII YEBI PROTECTION 

J!l.rf.GFl"QllffHRlfDUlD g-
1111 EQIIAL TO PODIT I,_ 

Il'.E.LJ.l 
STONE DAM 

STl,l;t,; 

:aeLl 

NCITI; WEN sPECIFllO, Jl!IC(S C<1 STNAW ll/,1.ES """ 8C 
SUl5TITUT[(I FIJI SILT FENCE. 

SlAIC£!: 

PROP INIET PROTECTION 

~,-~-, ... ··~~ 
IIESHC<IEOOIV. 

TYPE I SILT fENCE 

:aeLl 
CURB OPEN ING 

"'31"[S> OR.ll't:L INLU l'ROTIC1U~ 

,. ~IS JNSTALLAllOII IS f(R A TTP£ I CIIIII DIICP uu:T 111.Y. 
TII( TTP£ Ii, Ill TO 'II" INSTALUllOII ($ sum ...... 

2. ~~l~.Of THE: l(lll;llfllllll<l,L BIIAClll!l SIIALL NCIT 

IXELl.l 
CURB PROP INLET 

NO IICXJCO 
DBP.lRTMINT 01' TRJ.NSPORTATION 

STANDARD DIUWfflG 
TnD>OR.lRY IROSION a, SBDJMENT 

CONTROL IIIJ.SUU8 
CUL VIRT & DROP LET PROTI N 



EllEIUNC\'SPIJ.WIIYSHIAAD'"'T 
cowsi,u;m, D\fJI FU ...,__ 

"'"---""'-

CRQSS SECTION 

. .L ~ 

SEDIMENT BASIN 

""'---""' 

OFTSITE TRACKING PREVENTION 

-~~ OIi ROOr PIAlliG ,...._, 

DEPTH AS REQI.IIIEII 

2' WIH • 

SEDIMENT MSJN EKCAYAT£D 

NOTES: SEOl',100 TRAP 
1.1~~JRIIPSIU«ll[Ol)N5l11lC1£l18'1'[lCIW.10I~ 

OIi 9Y C<CJ<ll>.TDI .. C011!1tW01 WITH HI 04WIOYDIT. 

2. 1"t1,IPOli,ORy "°""'°'1" 1'W'5....,. OfTOI usm IH COIW""10< WH A. 
CIIYEIISIOM-Oll>11ELL 

3.111[--,tllllH[StDII0/1"11W'SIOJLONO"IOU£D ·--4.lltl;TIW' IIUST8[KUSSllll.[fl)RtA'l[IXRml.l,IIIIIJHIDWC:C. 
WPOCHISom-c.r.LTOIISPmPDI~ 

5-~TRIIPS"'l:__,l<EASIJl!tS_SHOU.DNO"IRl""H" 
l'\Jal.CIIC01lWl18T024-..S. 

6.lH[~""YNOTDX:01l6ft.lltO.>II. 

?.-Ft(COUIIEICl[0 ........... ""'1HA.T'1'£10PIX"IHt°"""1tllDl'I IS 
B[l'W£D02ft.-Sft. 

SEDIMENT TRAP 

SFJ:TION A-A 

""1JQ)U,-.. 

SOIL QaD<OON ....-U, 
TOP Of' EAA"IH tll!RII ,;tWJ,. oc-= 
.IORFWWI 

EARTH DIKE (BERM) 

DEP~F~RTATION' 
STANDARD DRAWING 

IYflCAl $WALE CQNFIGURATIOH 

FILTER FABRIC OIV£RSJON PIKE 

DIVERSION DIKE 

NEW MBXfCO 
DEPAR'HIENT or TRANSPORTATION' 

STANDARD DRA1flN'C 

~IS~~SI.Ol>E. 
~IITHESOl.SUlfACE 
t.Ol'C><AAllll!,O,TEJIMDPflO,USOIIE 
liE1DlnOIIOf'U>IE.romunR.<l«I = GftOOYING 51 OP[$ 

STAIR STEPPING CUT $1 OPE 

SURFACE ROUGHENING 

RJPRAP APRON Pl AN 

---._ '-~fl.lTl"6R 

~2-= JIOCX PU.TING ~-SECTION r r 

SLOPE DRAIN 

o«l!U:PIPl:Qll'\EO!WM 

1. M ntnu ~P[ 5HAU BE TH[ SIM: DIOll£1C!I 
/./ilH[IN.D"PIPC-S>WJ.BEalN!;lll!J;IO>IX 
A [)URAlU .... TCRV,l IJI\I HOW-oo.ol GIIOWll[!g 
SP,ICEDolTl0n.Ollcuntlt 

2, 'THE flDa.C f'5'£ S1V1..L BE sa::o!lll.Y rASltNEll 
TOM ~ll[ll,l.OII 111CM ODISl1l 
P01.'1'[11f1UH[PIOC~t«f/,LSl1IAFl'IIOOII 
11"1IIIIDIT-CQUJ,RS. 

3. M ru:xu.l 19':SIVI..L 8[ ST"'ftl AT 10 ft, 
COMJ!'S/,LOHJMSLOPEUSN6~411D1 
W.WOCIIOODP051'SOll"'-mn"°""' 
DRti,£112ft.-...lNlt>MGAOUIC>, 

<. IIIGIII PIPit """-L 81: NICIIDRlll AT Ol')(l5, - _,_~Of' A _,,. 4 .. CK 
51:llW1£IIOODPOSnoASl-stnl.PO$lli 
DRl',Dl2ft.-..,O~oR 
tumVI ,-w:,;,r. 

~- P!IWIIO"IX ll/./ilN 11Dr.l- ot:lODll"l,l TOM 
COST IX l'1D8..[ STOR>I - PIPC. 

&.RIRfll'l:°""""1UIDll~QnP£­
,Ulll!l.£f!El.<9 

IOlroR,l,Rl'SlD"£DIWN~ 
- ......... (cb} p.,. __ (lncl,M) 

o - e.o 
e.o - 1.0 

ll.O - 12.0 
12.0 - 20.0 

.. 
" " • 

... """'° DEPAR'l'MENT OF TRANSPORTATION' 
STANDARD DRAWING 



NOT TO SCAt.E 

LEGEND 
ITE~ DESCRIPTION 

MANHOLE rRAME a: COVER refer to manhol• frame and cover detail Ow • No. SAS-4 
2 CONCRETE ADJUSTMENT RINGS or CONCRETE BRICK refer to concrete Qd ustment detail Ow , No. SAS-5 
3 CONCRETE COLLAR, refer to concrete ootlar deloll Ow • No. SAS-6 
4 PRECAST REINF'ORCED CONCR£T£ RISER, CONE or FLAT TOP with 5" In wall thlciknne, refer to eneral note CM-2 
5 PRECAST REINFORCED CONCR£TE BASE RISER, with suitable sized o enln s refer to enaral note CM-2A 
6 CONCRETE BASE refer to concrete baae detall Ow • No. SAS-7 

PLAN VIEW @ X-5ECTION ::<ii>:4>: 
7 SEWER PIPE, refer to enerol note CM-1 
8 6 In GROUT nlJ.ET, on u r half of I • and around baae 
9 ADAPTER, MANHOLE, refer to monhole ado ter detoll Ow , No. SAS-8 
10 PIPE PENETRATION INTO MANHOLE, refer to manhole ado fer defoll Dw • No, SAS-8 
11 PIPE SUPPORT CONCRETE tholl .tend i,vl-skt. of manhole a maximum of 18" In lo btll of flm olnt and shoU cradi. half 
12 CONCRETE FIL 3000 ,s.l., refer to enerol note CR-6 
13 SHELF to bti g• In minimum width with 1• In r f'-0'" slo from crown of I 
14 CUT UPPER HALF or PIPE, ofter manhole has been com letitd and In• ected b en lneer 
15 HAND f"ORMEO CHANNELS, shall be on o uniform l'Cldlus and shall not hold water 
16 INVERT ELEVATIONS Of LATERAL LINES, shall b• the some as the ,prtngllne elevotlon of the sewer main, where ponlble 
17 CHANGE SLOPE Of" PIPE, of center of monhole 
18 APPROVED WATER STOP, to be with e of I e 

l1 "~:· 11 

h,l:W:,ill;,~,, 
I .:. I 

FRAME 
ffiOFI LE VI EW @ X-!1:CTI ON ~ 

PROFILE VIEW 

MANHOLE FRAME & COVER DETAIL DWG SAS-4 MANHOLE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL/DWG # SAS-5 

- -,t COIIICD vtDITO a, PlilllllS * K 
- aMDG SIWHD lilWJ. llE -»IINtII 1'1111 A 1'11111 D RD:IOIG 

SU,Tlll:T\llll'l'1IAll(/INDCII\IDI 

PLAN VIEW @ X-SECTION 4).4). 

6" ..u. ¥IIUCI -
r 

PROFILE VIEW @ X-SECTION :@:,®, PROFILE VIEW @ X-SECTION :@:-<l, 
WOT TC SCAL 

CONCRETE COLLAR DETAIL DWG, SAS-6 NOT TC SCALE CONCRETE BASE DETAIL DWG, # SAS-7 

mIW O ~ 
CERTAIN-TEED YELLOl.'HtNE SPl.;HED / 
COUPLltGS CR lJNIFLANii:~ 
SUIIE$ 13:,0 FOR BELL 
SERIES 1390 l'OA CDUPL.DIG 

NOTE: AT RIVER AND ARROYO CROSSINGS 

RESTRAINED JOINT DETAIL/DWG. # SAS-9 NOT TD SCAL.£ 

• 

NDT TD $CALE 

ISOMETRIC VIEW 

PVe. CIU'l.lllff - --- o,p>ID 

MANHOLE ADAPTER DETAIL DWG, 

lllmlll T,,,.._lll'S ml VITlllfEII 
CI.AY, \NI: Ill lt£ 8UMJI IK.Y 

SAS-8 

TO VITRIFIED CLAY (V,C,) SEWER LINE 

c.\lT 11111'1 TA"Pl!li SAJDI..[ 
wmt STAlll..£SS STID. -~-

TO PVC SEWER LINE 

tulf: DillU.EJI,, USlN. flM..£R ~-IIAY 
llllU. snTDI. PD..IJT Ill.£ CIITlDI Sl'STD! 
1111 IIPPOillVCII EllUAI. (SDIVUX tma1 Slw.J. 
IIITEJl1Dlll1KIDSE',IQl!lft00 

NOT TD SCALE 

SERVICE CONNECTION DETAILS/DWG. # SAS-1O 

GENERAL 
CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 

CR-1 111,l'IDIW.8 AIID Mllll(J 
Cl.aEl1" JIEW IIDICO Sl'AIIOMII SP£Cn:ATIDIC9 1111 

:,ic..=~<~~"'ar""S:,A,::A) 
CR-2 UPIIUYWl'U,IISI 

=-~TllllltiUM\:l'.=3Al.~lUR[ 
OF flll: em' WATD QUAlJn' DMSION Ill Al'l'IIIOYlll 
IIEPIIISDIT.l1M. COIISTIIUCt1Qlf l'PlfDll&D Wll'HCtlf 
N'l'l!OlltUF'Ulfl5'11LL•-· 

Clt-ll SlWOI HOOi-UP l'OMIT: 
OIITAIII l'DWITI fflt TIii l'IIOCT 8EFOK COIIIIIIEIICIIIO ---· INDll:AlI TH[ ClAS!I OF 

CIWIG[ or 11EDD1N11 IIAY 
Pl'! ClASSll'ICATIQII OR 

Cit-I COlf1'W1'0I JIEGUllll:IIEII: 
c:otmW:1llR l'tRFOIIIIIIIID - OIi 1'1111.JC S£WEIII UIIES 
aw.I. IC "- UCENS£O U1'IUIY COMfflC"IOI. 

CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS 

•. 

,. 
,. 
• 

L 

SURf"ACtS: SIIW. IC IM.TCHED FOR A ~-...=~~ ~_ft)ANO 
B. COATIIICI: NON£ 
I. COYEII l.tl1£RllklS: SMl'TA FL IUI, IWGTAIIJ 

,. 
• --

NOTES 
INSTALLATION 

l-l~CONS1RI.R:TIDN: . ""' 
1. CAST II PUiCl:I ON - fJID9T f1IEl' ~-L ~Jt ON PIA IMAffl. wmt 0DIIPU1[ 

•• l'll[CASl'IWIIIEl..1 

'·"""' -L =• J. CASI' IN Pl.ACE 

~~ 

FIELD QUALITY CONTROL 

P'QC-2 ... AIII llaAm: AI..UM.UU TOUIWIC( llfWEDI STIIUCf\lRrS --,. ~OJ!O RIOT 
I, :=".J;~ ... ~ PK SIW.l ll>T IIOlll 

FQC-J Lu.it.laTDl'I 
All 1111 RCCIUIREDI IIUU TO $£CTIIHI 901,7 111,1 """' .....,.,,,_ ........ 
c:otmW:1llR SMALL NllYIDE A CIR'tl'ltD CCTV 
SIWUUIC ll5PECTION NIii llit:OIII TN'D 
AT Ill D11111 DIPDISL 

FOC-1 AU. 00IOECnONS TO IJUSTIIIG IWIIOlD IICWIES 
11DM811.JTATNI 'IH[ m: Ill IWIIIOLI TO wm 1IIESE 
STAIIOMII CON!ITIIUCflOM Dn~ 

H0Tt, IIMSIOll3TOntSSIIUrSII.W.8CIMDEINIO 
1'11 AUntOIIITT or TMl an' o, s,,in'A P1: MY, 

@ CITY OF SANTA FE 

• ••••• .1--w_A~TE~R~Q~U~A~L=I T~Y~D_I v_1 s_i_o_N ___ --1 

nm, SANITARY SEWER 
STANDARD CONSTRUCTION DETAILS 

0Jlllr!.U,.Y19'.l 
IIRA'III ff. G. QIA\IEZ 

f1L£,. E,\,\UJo\DWC\sall'2-4 

SHEET 12-1 
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6TUL ~a, •• UINIJ) 
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.&0 RAP fECVOH TYPC A 
1l'ANJWRSI' M.ttt 

llleRAP ffCT(OII wn f WlfAL gcno« 
--. """' ,,, 0~ #IUT. 

r,III ~ OI' ClmlJ ANO ,fllf'n9t Ill ff' ,"'J ~ 
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' ' ...... I TIIIIIIJl!Et'. ' I,,~ r------_ ,, 

DETAIL OF SPLICE f WWID tG1t9fCrtDN 

lllPRAI" - G~NEltAL NDTE5t 

f. WtU N/Jltle /I ffJ M SM.VMnnP - .. ~ RIii 01' THE f'OU.OWWIJ CtJNSrllrl.artJN• 
'1t,MI 11/1116 I 7MI' 1/1,. Ill\ 1AM ST/fAMIJff lllf'£f !ll'JilaD A1 ~ 
atM,g...W-,j ~Ndll • 1•A SA# l"MS·mfllDATrifin1111D'rUHTlt4ti 
,_ ~ AWJalD 11/l 14,f.11,/ f/llUf. 
~ M'ltlNTJ "',,..,. ,.-- ,,,,, ~ Fff1. 

I. mlL.s,;,IQ!s lllllt'II RAllRdAI' ltAftl WBJdH#/8 llfJT UfSTJWj IDt.H. PER 
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TABLE 1-R 
HWCAL CORnUCAT[D STEEL nff-2 2/3" X !/2" CORRUGATION 

IIA)(. D[Pflt Of (;0'/£11 A90\/£ TOP or rtn 
15 111-20 21-25 26-:,0 31-lS J6-'IO 

SPfClfl£0 WM.I. m1c~NESS (!HCH) 

0. 79 0 79 
. og 0. 

D.Us o, 
0.13!1 0.\ 

0.079 •. , .,. 
0.\)8 

o o ,a o., 
0.188 0. 08 o, 

0.11J9 

0.1:18 
0.168 

TABLE 2-R 

.138 U.1 

.1M. O.tM 

" " " " 
" ' " ' ' ' " 

HELICAL CORRUGAT£D STEEL PIPE - 3" X !" CDRRUGATlON 

"' {JHCHr.,J 

IIA)(. D!PTH or CO'ltl - TOP or - ft£f 
10 1~·20 2 -25 28-:,0 31-lS J&-40 

TABLE 4-R 
ST[(L SPIRAi.. RIB PIP£ - 3/4" X 3/4" X 7 1/.1:' 

DiAM[ffR MM. DEPT!! or CQVU A80YE TOI' or PIP£ (fE(;t) 

.\:re v•· • 3/•" K 7 1 2• CORROOATIOO 

(IH<:~!$1 o.<>11• 0.079 0.109 0.138 

t• 7 "' \&I 
J<I M 5 1 

00 .. 
' ,. 
• ., 
• 
' 

~ , .. 
., 
" " . " 

TABLE 5-R 

" " ,. 

' " 
" 
" " 
" ,. 
" " 

51[£L SPIRAL RIB PIPE - 3/1," X 1" X 11 1/2" 

>!OT[: 

ll.lUQt THICl™tsS 

' . ,. 

" " • 

{IHQ!U) 

= ~~ ,._s,; •vs STIK.W!O O.,,U(C 
roll Ul<CO,\llll SML S>JCEIS NoJ PlATtS 
TlilCl<~C:SS SHOW~ Ill "°C~tS INCltml: 
n,,i,v,..•ntoroo.tNJ. 

R = ROUND PIP£ 

ilWIUU i,WI, O<PTI! o, CO'/£~ U()yt ToP Of Pli't {rtl:'JJ Q[SJGN DATA· 

0 TABLE 6-R 
SlRUCTUR.&.L PLATE Plf'f - 6" X 2" CORRUGATION ·-" "" (rm) 

" • 

' 11.0 
11.5 

' 
' 14.0 

r.wi. DIJ'TH Of C<MR AOOViC TOP Of PlPC 

111 0.1 1 0.111 
.1!1 0.111 0.11 

11 .111 
0.\ 1 

0 , 1 0.11 
1 ! 0.1 1 0111 

.111 0.1 l '1 
01 1 I O '1 

.1 1 \! 0111 
0 I O.! 1 0 II 

0 ' 

~-•':II"·: '" 0.1, 

' 11 0.111 
1l 0. l1 

0 ' 

1'1 0 
0.HI o., 

" ' 0 ' ' O.!I 

" o. 11 
0.\1 
0111 

' 
" 0.,11 

"' " " . ' 
" ,., 

" O,\n 

om 
0.\ ! 

' .. , 
" ' 0.1\\ . ' 0.1 1 

" ' . 

"' 0.1 I 

" 
' " 

" . 
• 
' 

S!'(Clnto WAIL THICKNESS (1~) 
o. o.oo♦ o. o.oe• o.OM 0.000 

I n.OM 0.0S♦ 4 00♦ U.064 
0.00 000. 000< o.. o. • 
0. 0.06• 0 0.06♦ .00 0.079 

" " " ' " ' ' 

OH~' O.~• X ,• X •~;::• e<IIIIIUQA~~M ':6H~~ ~ 
' 0 .. 
Y.l .«I 10 " ' '" ' 

"""1fl}U!Fl)~;f)OC 
n;s,;w SPIC2F>C1110HS 
SECTIOII \}. ~007 Cil!T10tl, 
WITH 2ooa IWJCFl!II 
Ri':YISIONS. 

' ' " '. 
''° '. 
"" 

0 11 , 
.'1 o. 

0. 

' 

,., •. , ., .. 
" 

,. 
" 00 

• ,. , .. 
' ' ,. 
" • 
'" 

OOM oo .. o. < 4 00-1 0.079 
0.00♦ OMO.< OM o 

O .o,. 0.079 0.!09" 

" .o 
0.079 0.079 0.100 0.!119 

0.1 0.1 0 
0.100 0.100 0.100 0.11J9 o.,oo 0. OIi 
o. 00 0.109 0.1 10 O.! o.10II 
0.1:lll 0.1:511 0.1:511 0.13!1 1 o. :511 
0.1:ll! 0.1Jll 0.1 0.13!1 0.131! 0.138 
O .ll! 0, &I 0,13!1 0136 0.13!1 0.138 
0.16. o., 0.) 0 168 68 

TABLE 3-R 

,. ,. ,. ,. 
' 
" ,. 

H£UCAL CORRUOA.1E0 STEU PIPt - 5" )( 1" CORRUGATION 

OlAMt!EII 

M .. 
" " 

,. 
00 

'" " ,. 
"' 
"' 

0.079 0.079 0.019 0.079 0.100 0.100 
O.\OII 01 O OIi 0100 100 09 
0.100 0.100 o.,oo 0.100 m• 0.1>1.1 
0.100 0.100 o, o., . 09 0.1.ll! 

138 013" 0.138 0.<"8 0. JS 0.138 
0.1>1.1 0.1 D .l:18 Ot t:18 
0.13!1 01 01"8 .1.ltl 0.1:511 
0.1 .Hl!I O.UB O.t O.IGfi 01118 

" " " ,. ,. ,. ,. 
" '" , -•nu. AAO!JHO f'll'C" l,UIT \j( COIIPIICTEI> TO SF'Ctl>1llll MS\rrn 

T-99 OCl'5l!Y or mo.:. 
2 l.<l£ ~-' Cl,."°' LI - MIO IMSTJ\l.t.AroN 

Sheet 206-03 

ROADWAY EMBANK 
l!AC><FllL W,ID!W. 

EW:•fll.l. MATl;fli>.I. ·• 
SEt a,,('.Kflll. 
DE?NC BEWW. 

LO()'SfNUI ANO· 
SH-'J'[!) EXJSTINC 
SO<L OR UG><n.Y 
CO'-"'~fEO 
BtoolNG W,T£1!W. 
(SF:E ~n: 5) 

COijPACTrn o:1sm.'\J 
GROUND FOllm,,,TION --·1 

ROADWAY ™8Al!KMWI· 
8,1-0(fltL IAAl!:llW. 

111<:KFllL IAA!U!W.·~ 
'>£CSACl(l11J. 
OCTallL 8(LOW 

VtlSUffABLr D:ISllffG · 
FO<,t;MTIO~ 

00 .. 
' ,. .. 

00 

' . . . .. 
i, J, ,f(I 

' . ,. ,. 

" " " ~o,c•;, 1. ro,, TNI.G. •-R AHD 5-R. DO\ISR u~ns ,Nl>ICAT!ll ~,m 
• AA< fl)f! l~WCli 1!&11HATIO!I ONLY. fOO EJ.l!IAAK~!llT 
CO/io1noos. ~SC N£JIT H<AISER CN:Jt. If AVAILJ.OLE 

2 SCC "1'6TJ\I.LJ."°" ,,.0 -,u. OF Sf'I~. RIR F¥'1:'." 
S~C!fC¥< or "f<l,.~CIOOOI( Of ITTm. 0/W.u.G!: & H"'"'""Y 
CO<Sll!I/CTION Pl!OOllC1'!I" IN AJ!i! CF \Olli UlfH')N f"OR 
.. oat DUM.s Ola lllST,,lATIO~. 

J J\1..1.PIP[SSI\Oll.Bf.Pl<mtCllll!<rAC<MflOfAT 
I.LAST 4 ffiT 91:fO!IIC PERIIITllllO ~.,,­
C~SlllllCmH £QUP"00 TO PMS "'-"'R Tl<™ 
C0111,1; COfmfllx:TllH. 

4. ..il!IIJJ~ C<M.!IS smwt< IN TIit T""-.r.l s<WJ. DE 

8. /,ll Pll't:< NlE TO Bf: CA~Bt•tn TO ACIXNl,IO.'.l,I.]£ 
S<>1. ocrn.tw:m ,._~D cOHSOO""TIOH T»E /.llu"tl_.,- Of 
c,<,1,1]:l<R "1LL [l[p0[0 OS <OIL CfW<l,CTIJ!(m;S, 
ctMll, LD<OIH '1i' CUI.WAI, SI.Ol'f. N>J Olf<l'R 
r,.;rORS MlO SH.1/,L B( >l'?.iWCO !<r TH£ ~ao..•tCI ~-

9. ~~,rg-u1,:.~c:~~~c\':~ ... ~t,'ii~--
""""1ATJOri. 

\D. Sil: sr.cnoo ~70 Plfr C\A.YPIT SPEC1~c,1,DNS , •• o 
srn1,01< 571 smc'CT\JRAI. l'v.lE smooMu:s 
SPCTlflCATTOkS 

"E"ASl!ROJ FROM TH£ TOP Of 7HE PIP£ 10 THE 9 
BOTTO'« OF TI-i£ ftl.'_ fTlll8U' F'I,~ M 10 1110 

Fffl fV!' SJlES N!lT SHO\ltl, TH£ ONJC£ 'Ol'J. ~[ Tl\111 
111.lll,Jlf!lll lfi T"" "'~ .. UM ~o JW:l,jU~ w.uis f()R 
11<': NOO l.),aGER <AaUJATlll P,F'Oc ""' TC!' (for TI1i: 111010 PA,0:W(l(!". fOIO --~ 

A M""'UM ft CUS>OOfi Of' MC><flLL ~AITRIN._ SIW.l 
B£ Pro•mo aav.tna Ttlt OOTTOI( "" rn,: R:OIO 
PA='-IT .,., THt TOP Of Wf f'l"E. 

S. "--'- WU. COOftlJGAlf.0 MC\"14. NIO ANO S'll!'"""""'­
l'UfE SW.U. C<l!lfORI! TO MSH!O So[Qr,::,llO'l 
~-JG - M-157. 

7. W/111 HllGfl1i !MR 40 rm S>WJ. a;: 1/SUl DNlY 
~ A '!>tlROOGH ~IGAllON or 111£ roo,m>•l<ll< 
1,WER.W.S. 

(SEE NOtE n -0• (t,tN ) f1)Jl ;,; 
OC?\li CORRUGo."noHS. 
r (ld1~.l rOll 1· 

Y • D£P1" CORlllJGo.TICms. 
J' (t,lil/.) FOR 2' OR 
,;,,• D!:P!ll CORRt/GAIIOOS. 

WH(R[. IN Tl<E OPINlON 
OI THE: PROJOCT 
IAAl<>,Gffi, lHE EXISTING 
SOIL OOES ..:tr ?R(N.[)[; 
A 9,J<Tl,lll.[ FOUNM110N 
1'1£ f.XIS11HG SOI!. S>W.L 

s_u1JABI E EXISTING 
Ol<OUNO FOlJNPATION 

RO,,.!N/AY £1rn~wrn1 
13ACKF1LL IAAlfftlAI. 

S,,CKFllL W.,.lfRIJ\I. 
SEE S,,,C~FU 
OE?M. ElUO>'I. 

UGHTLY COMP,.,T[O 
lltOCO~ IAATERW. 
(SE~ HOr;: ~). 

LLGHTLY CC,,?,.,tu, ~ 
GIW<UVJ. W,Tt1ll0.L 

~~o,,,-r,,o (O + ~--er W.X)· = ':?:1-.., UNSUITA9LE EXJSTING 
F'l10JD:,tov,,w;ER. (Q~ 

RO>,[}y/AY D,le.,.M<.,ENT 
BAC!(nlJ. ""T[RW, 

BACl<AU.W,T€f,W_ 
5EC 8<\C~l1lL 
OCTAA. llEI..OW. 

LIC>fll.Y COlll!'ACTrn 
BEl)o,tf'IQ 1,1All"Jl"1. 
(SE£ NOTE 5) 

LLGHTI.Y COMP,.,TEO 
CIWIULAR r.lA.TEJMI. 

f<f),,CYWAY OIB<INK'-'EITT­
fW:~11lL W.Tt!Ml 

a,,c.,,:flLl W.TER""­
SU Bl<Cl<flU. 
DCTJJL lltlil¥1 

UGtm.Y CUIIPACTW 
BWDIIIG r.lA.TrRIAI. 
(SU: NOTE~). 

UCHTl Y Co.!PJCTEO 
BAS£ COllRSE OR A 

fRCI' i>IW'"''° CIWIU'-"'l """TER!Al 
IIPF'l'OV!D BY Tl<E 
PROJF.CT ww.GE/1 

ROCK OR u,r,,nm,m -
rou><OATION 

ROCK OR UNYIELDING FQUNOATIOH 

!' 

GENERAL Non:s· 

_ .. ,,__ 
NEW MEXICO 

DEPARTMENT OF" TRANSPORTATION 
STANDARD DRAWING 

MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM COVER 
STEEL-ROUND PIPES 

HrtlCAL CORRUGATED METAL 

'"' STRUCTURAL l'UTES 
<>l:Cl<lll IMtMl,/n! 

206-03-111 

RlllrT[I) OR Wt.LOE(! ME?AI. PaaE MID ARCt-/ES S"',ll. B£ Pt.AUll w,lH 
THE INS!OC C1.te\JWFU<QltW. I.»'$ PQ!l!tlNC. DOWl<STRE.OM 11'1\l W'"1 
LOIIGLTLIOIHAL LN'S AT IIIE SIO( QII OlWm;fl POM$. NOT H>" OR 
aorro~. STRUCTUl!AI. "LAT£ IIH!l PrPC AACH CI-O.VE!ll$ Sl<',U. B( 
(flf.Cl£0 "5 St<OWH OH Tl<E ERCCTIOII OOGAAMS ruflllOSHEO 81' Tl-<E 
su?PUrn 

2. THE EXISIIHC G1'10UNO FOUNDAltON •\ITO'tW.. UNDF.R PIPE'S 9Y-ll. BE 
!IROKDI UP MIO CQMPACITD TO A MINIMUM DU'TI! OF ff'. COMPACHQII 
S....U BE 9~11: Of' IW:l.,UM C>tl<SIIY !lY MSHTO S!'ECll1C:0110N T-SQ. 

3, WHC!IE »I (JN:'lUIT""-E ""'fERl',l (PEAT. llUCK. DC) JS fNCOUl<rU!rn 
Al OR anow THE I~ EI.LVAllOO. rnE l([C[SS,0,'!")' SW!SURrACE 
EXPlOAA"r,JN A/<0 ;..'l>,l.\'SlS S>W.,L BE 1,1.0,DE A/<0 COl'IREClM: TREATMENT 
5'W.L BE ,S 0:~CTEO If( Tl<E PROJ£CT M......C:£11. 

4, IWP1'.fMOUS IAATER"-1. Sl<'il 8[ ?LJ,C[O w,mnVCll>WJ..Y Al.0..0 Tl<E prp[ 

m THE El£VATIOJ<S AHO U~rf'i: SHOWN ON IHE ·=~ 5EC110H or 
RO,,.C,,,AY (11(\INl(MEMT." /JlO lRANS\'l:RSf.l.Y AAOlmll THE PIP£ IO TH[ 
OUIS!TY /.Nil SLOl'ES S!iOfffl fOR BACl<fllL W.lUl"1. Oil 1Ht •~KFllL 
DETAIL" UNLESS OTH!Jl--,Sf OCSIGW,1€0 ON TH[ Pl.ANS OR O!RECTEO !lY 
TH,: PROJIXI W,/11,1,[R IMP[R'V>JUS r.lA.W,"-'. S""-'- COIIFORM TO 
MSHTO SP[ClflCATIOII A-6 OR A-7 SOl'-5. 

5. BtOOINC r.lA.TO<IAI.. Sf-lll.L BE ~Gl<LY S>ll<P[O TO 17T BOTTOM or PIPES 
/,ljO THLJj uo,m.v CQMPJ>c;T[I). IAATERW. SHALL COHfQRM TO SECTION. 
20<I CO'" Ill[ NEW MD:ICO OEPI.RT!IDH Of' T!WISf'ORTATMlN STNlllAAll 
S!'ECJFID\llQffS, FOR Pi?[ "'CH. Tl-<[ w,orn OF" TKt BmOlf!G SHAU. NOi 
D:C[!:O TH[ ""0TH Of TH[ BOTTOl.l "'C 

m;(R[ MULllPlE l[l<['S OF PIP[ OR P:PI: AAC~ES ~RLJ,TT:R lWI< 4'-0" 
lN OWJEIER °" SPAN AA[ O>EO. TKEY Sl<',U. B( SPACED SO lH~l 
MJ.W:Eil! SIDCS Of TH[ P"'[ >W.U. BE AT lf.o.ST OHE-""'1' 0"'-11:lER 
OR 3'-<I" ~PAAT, Jl>IID<EYER IS lE5S, TO PE"-"IT •m:Q<JATE CO!,!P/,C'IION 
Of S,,C~FJll M.\T£R'l4. FOIi. DWoE!!RS ♦'---0" MO LESS, tH( MIN!Mlll,I 
SPA~itfO S""-'- 6E l!Ol LtS!; 1- 2"-rf_ SIX ~70-02-1/2 Of! 
070-02-2/2 f()f! f"tA~[D mD Sl:CTIClllS. 

A CONJIIIUOUS C<lflCREf( """"--( SHALL SE USE!l CllllY 1\'11EN C/llLEO 
FOR ON 1'1£ PWIS. 

a 8/,Cl(FJIJ. r.lA.TT:RW. SIWl. cooro,u, rn SF.CHON 206 OF n<E NE:¥1 
MtllCO OEPJJ<JNO'fl OF TFWISPORTAll!JN ST-□ SPl:C•FJCA.llOl<S. 
S/'f.CW.. CAA( SHALL SE IAAEN "'1£11 COMl'J>c;TJNG O,,::KFILI. AT TH( 
HUNCH<:S NIO SID.S or PlHS 

RC,,:R TO W6-0Cl-1/1 THRJ iOG-06-l/\ FOR TAB\..£ OF MIWi.,UM NIO 
W>J<lMUM COV!:R /.llO OORRC;J>0WJINC (-',UQ(. 

KEY i SrM90L 0£sCR,PMN 

(}) i ~ !00.: COMPACTI()N I 

@! ~ ',O~ 00,,PAOlQN 

--11'.CKfllJ. MAH;IUAI. 

B/\CKflLlMAtEIIIAI. ---­
(SH NOTT: 8) 
!IOUNO PlP( QR JJ<CH -

0€\){l,W AS R'iQUll'(O - --....._ 
OEPf>HllllG ON TYPf; OF -~ 
rDUNDAIION 

f0UNDA1,0N SC[ -- -­
OE."?NLS ~ 

11>,~KnLI. OCTNL Sl<O"/ffl l<llO'IE S>W.L NOT B£ COOSlllU!:D "5 
REUrwta THE CQNT!<AC'TOO or H:S oeuc.;.noNS Rf-""'>W,.., DALI.¾£ 
TO l~E CUL\1:RI PfPC H m MlNIMU\! 00 W.Xil<UM C<Nffi 

c.Billi..S SECTION Of ROADWAY D.\BANKMEJ:!1 elf'-'---™ !l.Qll.tllL.fl.fE 

SEE alCKl"lll OCTNL 

UOHTLY COMPN::TW 
00-DING l<•JU<W. 
(srr NOTI: o). 

'""' .,..,_ --,,,--
T[ ""'·"' Pf,c/1< !!,fs!'S'ONS llC 

NEW MEXICO 
I DEPARTrfANJDflo T~~~~j~JTATION 

CORRUGAT£D METAL CUlYERT 
AND PIPE ARCHES 

BWDIHG MID BACKfllL 
DETAILS 

• LCCA.nO>I Of' MAlCil<UIJ OR MOOMUM COvt,R Dt.PfNOS ON 
pip£ s1.0n: /,N{O RO.,.OW~Y x-St:CllON IfilNCH CONDITION ""'''""""'-""~""''.:ill....C><(<XfO""!li::!2!, 

sh68Tio•s0-o0,.---------------------------------------------------~"""'"-"
0
'
7-=' "'------~~ 

: PIP( ARCH 
OIM(NSIOIIS 

'SPA" (IN) s,sc "< 

" " 

" " 

~~ Oli..ENSIONS 

~:-;i " (m.) a (!N.) H (IN.) L (IN.) w (IN. 

~¢ [J,!") (~AA-\ (;q ,e1!'>1 (±a-) 

" 

" 

" " 

• 

" 

ELEVATION 

& !. roi, ;r , ,.,- mo o:r , >r SJlES 111.m,ooc,~ ,oom ta 
"' SlJPP\H<[m(D "1 L ,. , t" < ,1,; ""-"""'m ,,,~~,s 

~o1,t'·'" ,o ., '"''"rn ..,. ,;,; ""'"'""" '"''" ~~~ 
~"'I' aroi'<>e<B<IXI ""-L a, r<.AC<O ,-.,co n" cc,.,t~ 
"'"" ""-"" "" rn1; 1, , ST mo sr , sr '"" 
,o, eu1n 10., cw;,auciro ""<"<"'"""" °" PlJ<." 

TYPE 2 
r<l</ ll" , LY 

'"~u ;r • i,r STANDARD CQNN[CT!ON 
STANDARD J;t,10 SECTIONS FOR PIPE ARCH STEEL PIPE 

GENERAL NOTES 
C<N UUC,"'f ,~)lACu\lO'< ()< Ail T""->-;.. 
"'"- OF A 2'•0" Sl'..C»<O uv,)O .. ll ""''" 
,.,, NOs,,o~w llfT""rN ""'"" ,~a =""'" 
M Tu()~ ""'£Sf CW.,,S SEC!)CA S""'-< S,: U$0l 

"'"''"" ..,_, ""' oc PC""'"'" " coosrci,"° ''"' s,coo,,s rn °"""'"'o• sm= oe cc""moa,rc1.:,,.s,o,,,,,. 
r,p, ' H<0 m"( , W.> 11>" VSW "'ni WCUliO 

.,,,. QR '°""'""' """'"c-,,c,,s ""'""-" '"'"'".,.."'"" e,,,. "'" "'""-U:O <so> R<eourn nos "''D 
"l':Cl'[>CA....,l~OUOFM?'-">N!ASCOSS,-"'<!""" 
~' '"" "'"' S'lf ,s '"' p,o, cosn"""t,ws 

-r roo. e,e, ,e )7" 

,rmimo-,tl!)r 

i,,-, '"' , ,,,_, 
, ,n,, '"' 
a 1/2,1 1 PC 

2 , " ' P<: ,,,,,, 
,1,,_, 

' , " 

r7 

Al 
::'I:':~ kL LJ,.j 

•o• ,r THSU ,.. 

"'" 

PLAN 

ELEVATION 

ROU~D PFPE 
OIMWSIONS 

e o 1 1o1 [ N s I o II s I :i::t' ! ,. I ! i A (111.) B (IN.} H (IN.) L (IN.) w (111.J! 1m 1 § : e---,.-.,~,-,~,,~,s <> (±n C"'-") {fl"l .,i·i c,n « , , 

" .. 
" 

" " " " 

I >< > ", ' "' 

" 

" 

"' I 5 2t I e<: 

" 
2 I " 1 PC 

,,,-, '"'·' 
i ,n, ,ec I 
,,;,., iec 

V ;,c_l 
, J/• > , PC I 
',,,_, 

! , 1/ll 

~-,c,c,c,c"c,=-=~="=, ;~,-,c':ce~,c,c,c"c~~,=,~=• ·,,o•,-dL, '"'"'"' •.,;;t ~ ~-j 

.<t•. J 1-.c,; O<lCH,S 10 "'"" 1' OAIJO( TH'O< S'<)[S ""D ,0 
"'-'>",< C'""" P;..~\CS. "'trrH o, ccs~<• Mans 10 .,_ 
""'-'TE• '""' 10,, <)f 1"[ PIP[ PUllf'l<lR'f. ~Utnf'tE PA-;cc 
a,x,[S to AA\.( ,_,,. ,u,,,s ""'"" .Ot !O et r:<HlLY ;css,o 

"'"" •""-"''""o"""'~""""'-" & 
f(a! C<T f'<:RO a<• SllES RDH,OliC[O (DC[S 10 SC 
S,J!>PlEMl'•rEl> ~1'>< Gl,lS'-~•,CQ SM"CN,:0 ""°"; 1,.,: 

"""'"""'~""'.,.' ,- ',, •. ""''°" '"~" ,,; °"""'"" me, , , ,rr , , ,r,· , •r•· ""' ,,,,. ~,o "'" ~rr~i, 1.:1,~'" "' "' ""°''0 
..,. 'fl!" """"'"'° 

TOl "-'Tc TO n, CC<l"".PSO ~"'"' Se<J"" O'< "'-"""" 

filA.NDARD CONNECTIONS 
ST AN DARO END SECTIONS F"OR ROUND STEEL PIPE 

'~(~ 

(,6 ,,, 

,, ,w 

NEW MEXICO 
DEPARTMENT or TRANSPORTATION 

STANDARD DRAWING 

CULVERT PIPE 
EHD SECTIONS 

(i..ETAL) 

CORRUGAJ~LUM1NUM PIPE END SECTION 

,.Ji,l' 
I ocsr<>H<~ ..,_ ""'"" "'~ Or<ECK(O $ml~ 
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